Objective or Universal 
3a9t^icattoi) 

^it)«»)9 «je Cl)arcl)^ of ty former 
6vo\79eKca) Cutyerat? tyyo&icdl Coyfcreyce 

9f T)oriV) ^njerica 

pe(>a<& far tt)C CaVtfo^a pastoral Gnfcraja 
^ (Vck. T)t'ct)ola$ Carta 



A KING GOiiS FORTH 



Dr. Siegbert W. Becker Melody: Erhalt uns, 

y, Herr (TLH 5) 

l\ h king goes forth a cross to bear, 

A cruel crown of thorns to wear, 

His holy, precious blood to shed, 

In bitter grief to bow his head. 

2. The King goes forth to bear the cross. 
The Lord of all to suffer loss, 

The Son of God — past mortal ken- 
To meet the mockery of men. 

3, For us this glorious work was donej 
For us it has salvation won. 
These shameful woes he came to bear 
That we might in his glory share. 

i* M The mighty God is bound that we 
From every bondage might be free. 
Widespread his arms the cross doth hold 
That they may all mankind enfold. 

5. The living God goes out to die 
That dying men might live thereby. 
' The third day he will rise again 
. to justify all fallen men. 

To this Redeemer now we sayi 
"Thy love shall be our hope alway. 
Thy love shall reign within our heart. 
Thy love doth joy and peace Impart. 

7. "Thy love in hymns of praise we'll sing 
And own thee our eternal King. 
For this thy love, our God and Lord, 
Be now and evermore adoredl" 

Portions of Scripture for Holy Week Meditation: 

Psalm 22 Mark Ilil-l6i20 

Isaiah 52:13-53«12 Luke 19:28-2^53 

Matthew 21il-28i20 John 12:1-21:25 
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On July 28, 1982, I was asked by Pastor Paul Huebner of our California Pas- 
toral Conference Agenda Committee to prepare a paper on the suggested topic t 
"The 'All' of Universal Justification." He wrote i 

In view of the controvercy (sic) that arose in the midwestem con- 
gregation concerning objeotive justification, it would seem behoov- 
able ( etlam sic ) for us to make a review of that doctrine, its basis, 
its implications and consequences. 

Am 

I not not believe it should be a report on what happened in the other 
congregation, but at the same time it would be useful for us to review 
this most vital teaching. 

In light of the above, I offer the California Pastoral Conference of the WELS 
my apologies. In looking back at this letter at this time, I realize I have gone 
a little astray from this requested path. I do not, however, offer any apologies 
for the paper in your hands* 

As my research for this paper continued, it was originally planned to be a classic 
three part theological essay outlined as follows i 

"Objective or Universal Justification" 

I. Its Biblical Basis 

II, Its Significance in the History of American Lutheranism 
III. Its Necessity for My Comfort and the Comfort of Those I Serve 

In mid -December, time was drawing short and I decided to concentrate my efforts in 
this present paper to Part II of the above, for a number of reasons. 

First, I had to face the reality that the time element involved simply would not al- 
low me the time to produce a paper which would adequately and exhaustively cover all 
three parts in the detail I desired, no matter what the size of this present paper 
may seem to indicate. Once you have read it, I am sure you will agree with me. 

Second, even though it might appear that the logical choice would have been a con- 
centrated effort on Part I, I chose Part II because I felt I had something to offer 
you, my brothers in the ministry, which might be new to some of you, at least in 
some areas. I felt confident that it was safe for me to assume we are already a- 
ware and agreed on the biblical basis for the doctrine of objective justification. 
I am confident that the same is true of our feelings regarding its necessity for 
our own comfort and the comfort of those we have been called to serve. At the same 
time, in treating the significance of this doctrine in the history of the stream of 
American Lutheranism that applies to us the most, I felt I would have ample oppor- 
tunity to treat parts I and III without making them equal thirds of this paper* 

Third, I might also add that my own interest in this third area had no small part 
to play in my decision. Starting with the references I had at hand, I proceeded to 
trace down every reference to this particular facet of the doctrine of justifica- 
tion I could. Citations by authors in their own articles or books were my chief 
source for new material. Even at this, my research is far from over as I'm still 
awaiting copies and materials from various Lutheran libraries. I'm also certain 
that if I could have done searching of my own through our seminary library I could 
have located more sources. The "Chronological Bibliography" at the conclusion of 
this paper will give you some idea of the references I was able to locate. As of 
now, I suppose I've found a "hobby" which should continue to keep me busy in my 
spare time for the next few years. I look forward to doing this without the dead- 
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lino of this present paper looming on the horizon* 

Finally, I will admit quite frankly that choosing Part II as the major emphasis 
of this paper allowed me the freedom to quote what others have written concerning 
the biblical basis for objective justification without trying to "couch" what 
they've said in wards of my ownj particularly when it's obvious to me that my own 
words could not express the biblical truths as clearly and concisely as their own. 

This paper began as a research paper. It has ended as a "resource" paper. Consi- 
dering the number of quotes and their extensive nature, it would be more appropri- 
ate, perhaps, to consider me the editor , rather than the author of what follows. 
I can only hope that you will find the quoted material as Informative, enjoyable, 
and, above all else, as edifying and inspiring as I did* And so, without further 
ado, I am pleased to present my own small contribution at this time which, I sin- 
cerely hope, will at least assist in some way in the sacred preservation and joy- 
ful proclamation of God's Gospel. 

Christmas Day, 1982 



THE SIGNIFICANT HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF OBJECTIVE OR UNIVERSAL JUSTIFICATION 
AMONG THE CHURCHES OF THE FORMER EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN SYNODICAL CONFERENCE OF NORTH 
AMERICA 



I. Preliminary Remarks 

The teaching of the Wisconsin Synod is this, that in and with the uni- 
versal reconciliation, which has occurred in Christ for the whole world- 
even Judas i the whole world — even Judas — has been justified and has re- 
ceived the forgiverfss of sin. Therefore, according to Luther's clear 
words ("for where there is forgivness of 3lns, there is also life and . 
salvation"), (even Judas) has become a child of God and an heir of heaven. 

Is the above some new charge brought against our Synod in the latest"Christian 
News"? The "Wisconsin Synod" mentioned here is the old Norwegian Synod, the year 
is 1867, and the author of these remarks, Profess or T. N. Hasselquist, president of 
the Augustana Synod* 

How did the Norwegian Synod respond to this, evaluation of its position? To quote 
one of their pastors 1 

Although other words are used here by Hasselquist than those we have used, 
and words are present which might appear strange to many who are not suf- 
ficiently well acquainted in the linguistic usage of the Bible, yet I will 
nevertheless say that I heartily approve of that which is cited here as the 
teaching of the Wisconsin Synod, excluding the words, "therefore has be- 
come a child of God and an heir of heaven? z 

To which another pastor commented several years later, in I87I1 

This Norwegian pastor was entirely correct when he accepted Prof. Has- 
selquist 's presentation of the teaching of the "Norwegians" concerning 
this subject. However, he also should have admitted the validity of Prof. 
Hasselquist ' s entirely necessary conclusion! Even Judas had become, ob- 
jectively., in Christ, a child of God and an heir of heaven. However, 
since he did not accept in true faith that which Jesus had so dearly ac- 
quired for him, but scorned it, naturally he never received any benefit 



from it. However, it was just for this reason— that he, whoa Ohrist 
had also made an heir of heaven, would not enter upon his inheritance 
and make use of it— that brought hl» to hell; not, for example, his 
betrayal of Ohrist, for which Christ had acquired forgiveness Just as 
completely as for Peter's denial. 3 

In a sense one could say that the history of the doctrine of objective justifica- 
tion in Amerloan Lutheranism is in reality the history of American Lutheranism 
itself — at least as far as revealing who has a true right to use the name "Lutheran" 
and who does not. One's right to use the name "Lutheran" is directly related to 
the strictness of one's adherence to this particular doctrine, as is evident in the 
fact that those today who call themselves "Lutherans " with no true right to the 
name are the same who have lost either the knowledge of objective justification 
or their zeal and concern for this scriptural truth. If the Gospel is the heart 
of the Christian faith, then this facet of the Gospel which we today designate 
"objective" or "universal" justification is the very heart and core of the Gospell 

Concern for this doctrine of objective justification has historically been found 
primarily, .if not almost exclusively, in America among the churches which at one 
time or another were members of the Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference of 
North America, founded .in 1872 and dissolved in 1967. Specifically, we refer to 
the Missouri, Wisconsin (including Minnesota and later Michigan), Ohio and old 
Norwegian Synods. But before we delve into the history of this doctrine among 
these church bodies, let's define a few terms, quickly review its biblical basis, 
and make a few general observations. 

Definition of Terms 

What Is this distinctive doctrine, this facet of the general biblical doctrine of 
justification, which has been called the justification "which took place before all 
faith"\ and designated by such terms as die allgeaelne ftechtf ertlRung , die objectlv 
Rechtfertlgung . "general," "universal," or "objective" justification 1 to distinguish 
it from the facet of justification we associate with faith, designated "personal," 
"special" or "subjective" justification? 

First we shall make it clear that this paper uses the terms "objective justifies- 1 
tion" and "universal justification" interchangeably, as is the case in the vast 
majority of the sources I found which use the terms at all. With this in mind, a 
concise two-part definition which will serve our purpose nicely is one found in the 
* Confessional Lutheran" of September, 19^5. 

1. Objective Justification is a summary declaration of the effect of world 
redemption. 

2. God has in Christ justified the whole world, I.e., He has forgiven all sins 
to all men and declared them to be righteous in Christ ,5 

As the author of.' this particticular article correctly points out, "The latter of 
these two definitions is the one that is especially attacked," and, as we shall 
see, has been attacked for more than a hundred years. 

With reference to the two terms, "universal justification" and "objective justifi- 
cation," Professor Slegbert Becker has correctly stated that these two terms "are 
not really synonymous. 'Universal -justification' is a term denoting the doctrine 
that God has forgiven the sins of all men. Strictly speaking, the term 'objective 
justification' expresses the thought that. the sins of a man are forgiven by God 
whether he believes it or not. Objective justification is not necessarily univer- 
sal, but if justification is universal, it must of necessity be objective."" I have 
to say that to the best of my knowledge this careful distinction Becker makes is not 
found in any of the sources I have found dealing with objective justification except 
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his own paper on the subject. 

Two other terms which are closely associated with the doctrine of objective justi- 
fication are redemption and reconciliation . In particular, the terms "universal" 
and "objective" reconciliation ( die allgemeine Versohnung ) have been used by some 
theologians as essentially synonymous with objective justification. Most notable 
among them is Franz Pieper in his Chrlstliche Dogmatlk . Concerning these three 
terms and their relationship to one another, E. W. A., Kajfhler wrote in 19^5» 

In our thinking we indeed differentiate between redemption, reconciliation, • 
and justification, as Paul does in 2 Cor 5*19* But we may not separate 
them or change the order in which they are named, for they are as closely 
related to each other as cause and effect. By the work of redemption 
Christ achieved our reconciliation unto God, and the immediate effect 
of this reconciliation was the non-imputation of our sins, or our justi- 
fication. (We will consider this relationship of reconciliation and justi- 
fication in greater detail later in this paper) Thus without the redemption 
by Christ there could be no reconciliation and no justification, and justi- 
fication pre-supposes the reconciliation and the atonement by Christ. We 
may not think of one and forget the other two, for they are connected as 
three links in a chain. When Paul tells us that we are justified by the 
blood of Christ, Rom 5»9» he includes the reconciliation | and when he tells 
us that we are reconciled by His death, Rom 5*10, this includes our justi- 
fication. Because Christ lived and died for us, that is why we are recon- 
ciled to God, and because we are reconciled to God, that is why He does 
not impute our trespasses to us.' 

In effect, viewed 3imply with respect to their final result for sinful mankind, 
redemption, reconciliation, and justification can all be said to mean the samei 
the forgiveness of sins. This is seen not only in the classic equation between 
world -reconciliation and world justification (l Cor 5»19j Rom 5il8,19 and Rom 4i5- 
8), where it can be clearly seen that reconciliation and justification both equal 
non-imputation of sinsj but likewise with reference to redemption in Ifiphesians li?, 
"In him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of sins, in accordance 
with the riches of God's grace." 

In connection with redemption, however, while reconciliation and justification 
have been used synonymously, it should be made clear that universal redemption as 
a theological term is not synonymous with universal justification. To do so would 
leave the room open for a definition of objective justification which states that 
the forgiveness of all sins for all people has been provided for, but that they 
have not actually been forgiven to all people with the result that all have also 
been declared righteous in God's sight. This was the mistaken equation of the 
American Lutheran Church— Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod Common Confession of 1950 
and the Lutheran Cyclopedia of 195^ • 



A Quick Review of the Biblical Basis for Objective Justification 

The following passages, at one time or another and in varying degrees, have been 
used $o support the doctrine of objective justification as a teaching of God's Word. 
They are presented here' simply for review'/' with their positive positiori summarised. 
The arguments against them are' not presented here but will be referred to later in 
the main body of this paper. 

1. 2 Corinthians 5»19 " uk; q-ei Qeog rjv |v Xpiccco xdouov HaxaWaoauv £aui$, \ir\ Koyi- 

Couevoc; auToTs -ca TtapaTitaiuaia uvtuiv, xat -aepevog ev ^pav toy 
^ pYoy Trfe X (naAAaYrj s . 

"ihat God was reconciling the world to himself in Christ, not counting men's 
sins against them. And he has committed to us the message of reconciliation. "(Niv' 
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I think we would rank this passage as the principal sedes doctrlnae for objectiveV 
today. Historically, Romans 5«18 held this position, for the simple reason that in 
Romans 5il8, "justification" C o ixa turns ) is specifically referred to by name while 
here in 2 Cor 5 it is only referred to by the negative side of its definition i the 
non-imputation of sin. 

Whether one takes the by Itself (Meyer and Schaller, among others), or as a part 
of a paraphrastic construction with x , on;aA\daaajv (Becker, Kuske, and others), the 
mnaning is the same. God in Christ has reconciled the world to himself. That is, 
the relationship between himself and the world is now different than it was before 
he intervened in Christ. Whether one describes this changed relationship anthropo- 
pathically, as a change that took place in God's heart (Walther, Stockhardt, Pieper, 
Schaller and the Missouri Synod in general), which has biblical support because the 
Bible often speaks of God in much the same wayi or, certainly more "logically" on 
the basis of God's Immutability, as a change in the status of sinful mankind now as 
a result of Christ's work of redemption (Honecke, Lenskl — even though he refuses to 
equate universal reconciliation with universal justification— Meyer, and most Wis- 
consin Synod pastors today), really doesn't make a great deal of difference. Both 
are helpful in explaining the change that took place in a way our human minds can 
begin to grasp it. God, who hated the sinful world has now reconciled the sinful 
world to himself* 

We know that this reconciliation was the result of Christ's vicarious atonement. 
The world viewed by God in light of his Son's work is not the same as the world 
viewed by God outside of and apart from Christ's redemptive work. It is because 
of Christ's work that God no longer imputes the sins of the world to the world, 
and herein lies the true nature of the change Involved. As Professor Becker suc- 
cinctly states it I 

Paul tells us what the change was that took place when he says that when God 
reconciled the world to himself He did not impute the sins of men to them. 
Instead He imputed them to Christ. "He made Him who knew no sin to be sin 
for us. "(v. 21 ) . . . and when Christ was made tocsin far us, we were made 
"the righteousness of God in Him." This, in short, is the change that took 
place in the xaTaAAayii 

2. Romans 5*18,19 " apa ouv u>s 6t' evps TtapaniuiuaTOs els n&vTas avftpuntous els xcrtd- 

xpLua, qut(u^ xai 6t' evos 6Lxaia / >ugTos etg Ttayxas avflpumous els 
6ixatuxTiv Cuffs' uiOTtep ^ap 5ia Tffc ^Tiapaxo?is xou evos av&pamou auapT(tA6*i xaTeotaSri- 
aav ot noWoC, ovxmc, xau 6ia x?jg umaxuTis iou kvo^ 61x01.01 xaxaoxa-dTiaovxai ol uoWoC . 

"Consequently, just as the result of one trespass was condemnation for all 
men, so also the result of one act of righteousness was justification t£at 
brings life for all men. For just as through the disobedience of the one 
man the many were made sinners, so also through the obedience of the one man 
the many will be made righteous" (NIV) (The NIV is used here for comparison 
with the Greek f not because it is the best translation In every case!) 

Verse 18 is clean "A verdict of condemnation was pronounced on all men because 
of the sin of Adam and a verdict of acquital was pronounced on all men because 
of the righteous life of Ohrist". As to the -koKKoC of v. 19, the context clear- 
ly indicates that "the many" are also the "all" of v. 18. Concerning the future 
"shall be justified," Koehler statesi "Neither should the future tense in v. 19b 
disturb us, for this is not a temporal future, meaning that at some future time 
many will be made righteous, but it is a logical (gnomic) future, meaning that if 
it is true that by the disobedience of A4art\ many were made sinners, then it will 
follow that by the obedience of Christ many shall be made righteous. "9 Becker 
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summarizes the truth taught by this passage in this wayi "If all are condemned be- 
cause of the sin of one man (18a), and all are justified because of the right ac- 
tion of one man (18b), and if all are set down as sinners through one man's diso- 
bedience (19a), then we can certainly expect that all men will be set down as 
righteous through one man's obedlenoe (19b)." 10 

3. Romans kiZ5 " 8c nape66*dTi 6i.fr ta napcntTtijuirEtt hytov not mip&ri 6ua ttiv SiKoaumv fgi&v . " 

"He was delivered over to death for our sins and was raised to life for our 
justification." (NIV) 

Concerning this passage, Becker makes the point that even though 

"because of"( 6i& ) is a phrase that can be understood either retrospec- 
tively or prospectively , . . When Paul says that Christ was delivered 
because of our transgressions, the 6l& is without a doubt retrospec- 
tive. He was put to death because our sins had been imputed to Him. 
And while it is true that 'our' in this context refers to believers and 
only believers can say. what Paul says here, yet it is crystal clear that 
what Paul asserts here of believers is true of all men ... It is clear 

that napa6<5-i>n 6ia tec TiapanTOuata i*inSv stands in exact parallelism 

to r)y£p^n 6i& xf\v 6iKcauxjiv nn^y ~ If the 6id is retrospective in the 
first member of the parallelism it Is very natural that we should under- 
stand the second 6t& as retrospective also. &\.*<iC<doi<; is the act of 
pronouncing a verdict of not guilty over someone. The genetive pronoun 
quCy obviously must be an objective genitive, and the normal way to trans- 
late in this context would then be, "Christ was raised because we had 
been justified. H« 

k, 1 Timothy 3tl6 and 2 Corinthians 5il*» 

"... oc eqxxvEPu&n ev oapxc, e6ixai.u&Ti &v nveuucrti ..." 

"... He appeared in a body, was vindicated by the Spirit . . . "(NIV) 

" tj y^p ayrnin to5 XptQTot? ouvexei V«S> HpCvavtag toPtq, 8-cl el$ imep itavuuv 
ctu£&avev upa oi ndvTe^ arc£&avov " 

"For Christ's love compels us, because we are convinced that one died for 
all, and therefore all died."(NIV) 

1 Timothy 3il6 is not one of the most frequently quoted passages to establish 
the doctrine of objective justification. When it is used, it is always viewed 
In the light of a passage that comes up often in the older discussions of objective 
justification, 2 Corinthians 5il^. To illustrate the logical connection that ex- 
ists between them with reference to objective justification, Prefsssor Becker's 
summary of 1 Timothy can be quoted t f 

There can be no doubt that these words refer to the Lord Jesus Christ. 
He appeared in a fleshly mode of existence and was justified in a spiritu- 
al mode of existence. According to 1 Peter 3»18, this spiritual mode of 
existence began when he was made alive. When the Savior came to be in 
this new mode of existence through His resurrection, He was justified, 
that Is, He was dedlared free of the guilt of all the sins that were laid 
upon Him. By the resurrection the sins for which He was "numbered with 
the transgressors'' were formally declared by the Father to be completely 
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paid for. Qhrist was no longer "guilty" but free from all liability 
to punishment. But the sins for which He had been condemned were the 
sin6 of the world, and because Ghrl6t is the substitute for all men we 
can say that if one was justified, the all whose substitute He was 
were also justified in His resurrection, just as Paul can say, "If one 
died for all, then were all dead" (2 Gor 5il<fr).Ub 

5. 1 John 2i2 and John H29 

xai auxo; iXaouo's eativ nep\ xSv a^ap-riffly r)uQv, ou wept ia3v ^nexepaw 6e ndvov 
■&AAa Hat nep\ oX.ou top Kooiiou ." 

"He Is the atoning saorifice for our sins, and not only for ours but also 
for the sins of the whole world. "(NIV) 

"... i6e 6 an vos toP 9eoP 6 aipcov xrjv auapTfctv xoP xdauou . " 

"... *Look,the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world! '" (NIV ) 

These two passages are cited here as representative of all those passages which 
speak about the vicarious atonement. To quote Professor Becker once again t 

We may also say that the passages that say that Christ died for all, 
that He took away the sins of the world, that He gave His life as a 
ransom for all, and all the other passages of a similar nature in reali- 
ty teach universal and objective justification. How can we possibly say 
that Christ is the Lamb of God which took away the sins of the world with- 
out saying that the sins of the world are forgiven? 12 



What, then, is the truth Scripture teaches in these passages listed above, which we 
call objective or universal justification? The truth that In Christ, by reason of 
his active and passive obedience, God has reconciled the entire world to himself— 
believer and unbeliever alike — not imputing their sins to them. As all, believer 
and unbeliever alike, were condemned to hell because of the sin of one man, Adamj 
so all, believer and unbeliever alike, have been justified because of the right 
action of one man, Jesus. Jesus served as the substitute for every person. When 
Jesus died, every sinner died. Jesus was delivered over to death because of every 
Individual's sin, believer and unbeliever alike; and thus, when Jesus rose again, 
he also rose as every sinner's substitute. His resurrection is proof of the world's 
justification. Jesus is the Lamb who has taken away the sin of the world, and 
where sin is removed God's anger over sin is also removed. For this reason, on 
the basis of God's Word, we can proclaim the Gospel in its purest form, the only 
Good News a sinner can ever heart God has declared the sins of the world forgiven J 
God has declared the world just In his sight, free from guiltl Rejoice I because 
what is true for the world must also be true for you! 

Why Is There 3o Much Trouble With This Doctrine ? 

Why has there been so much controversy over the years among American Lutherans 
concerning this doctrine of an objective, universal facet of justification? In 
my own judgment, the answer lies in the same source as a great many other doctri- 
nal problems t the imp roper distinction between Law and Gospel. 

When one deals with the passages that present objective justification, one isn't 
dealing with the Law. One is dealing with the Gospel in its purest form. Here is 
the Gospel presented so purely that our human reason must forget it ever heard the 
voice of the Law. Here the apparent contradiction between Law and Gospel is found 
in all its stark" unreasonableness," requiring that our weak human reason must be 
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subservient to the unquestioning acceptance of faith. 

Naturally, this has never been easy for people to do; particulary theologians bent 
on fitting all of God's truth into a neat system where every piece of the puzzle of 
divine revelation fits together in harmony with every other piece to the satisfac- 
tion of human logic. Unfortunately, outside of the "foolishness of the cross," 
there are only two ways man can harmonize Law and Gospel. to fulfill the demands of 
human reason. He can either change the law by reducing it to exaggerated or empty 
threats and consequently teach Unlversalismi All will be saved and finally enjoy 
eternal life with Christt » or, he can "legalize" the Gospel by making it a message 
of conditional forgiveness, even if "faith" is the only condition left to make for-^ 
glveness a reality for the individual. The former either makes Christ's death into- 
a spectacular show of love rather than an atoning sacrifice, or God's justice and 
legal threats a mockery. The latter renders Christ's redemptive work incomplete 
and without effect until the individual adds his part— even if God gets credit for 
this part as we 111 

For the theological liberals who have always had a distaste for God's law when it 
speaks of punishment, the doctrine of an objective, universal justification has nev- 
er posed much of a problem. The problems have always arisen with those who want 
to maintain the Law in all its severity, the Gospel in all its comfort, and at the 
same time meet the inner demands of their human reason— to the necessaiy loss of the 
Gospel. Thus, in the name of the preservation of the Scriptural truthi A person 
is saved by grace alone through faith alone, but, in reality, for the sake of har- 
monizing Law and Gospel with human reason> the history of the major church bodies 
which made up the former Synodical Conference shows one attack after another leveled 
at the heart of the Gospel, the truth of objective justification. 



II. Walther and the Missouri Synod Through i860 
Some Pre -History 

I often wonder if we, as Lutherans today, members of the Wisconsin Synod and, by 
God's grace, still in full possession and enjoyment of a confessional position 
shared only by those in fellowship with us, truly realize and appreciate the mira- 
cle of "reformation" God worked in the first three-quarters of the last century. 
If God used Martin Luther and those men who shared his beliefs to reform the visi- 
ble Christian Church and restore the glory of the Gospel in the 1500* s, then God 
also used Carl Ferdinand Wilhelm Walther (1811-1887) and those men who shared his 
beliefs to reform the visible Lutheran Church and once again restore the glory of 
the Gospel in the 1800' s. With the Lutheran Church racked by Pietism on the one 
hand and Rationalism on the other, the old Concordia Cyclopedia is hardly exag- 
gerating when it says that by the end of the i8th Century, "Lutheranism had be- 
come well-nigh extinct." But 'just as God used the best to be found in the Re- 
naissance to set the stage for Luther's work, Bod also sett the stage for Walther 's 
work. 

God in his mercy made use of the distress accompanying and following r 
the Napoleonic Wars to turn many serious minds to the religion of the 
Bible and the confessions of the fathers. Claus Harms in Kiel sounded, 
at the Tercentenary celebration of the Reformation in 1817, a mighty 
blast against Rationalism and its fearful ravages in the Church. The 
period of awakening set in, at first more of a .pletistic character, but 
turning, in certain parts at least, more decideuy to confess ionalism. 
The old, hardened Rationalists cried out, "The Bible Is coming back!" 
Luther's doctrine pure was again brought to light, his writings and the 
confessions of the Lutheran church were again read and studied, and 
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many found again, and joyfully professed to others, the truth of God 
as revealed in the Bible. *3 

Unfortunately, 181? also brought with it the Prussian Union of Lutheran and Reform- 
ed and as other German states followed suit the Union itself gave new strength to 
the indifferent unionistic tendencies of Pietism. 

It was in this situation that one Lutheran pastor began to make his influence felt 
as a champion of the Gospel and the "Old -Lutheran" faith, Martin Stephan (1777-1846). 
Judging from Walther 's own testimony, it was Stephan who first brought him into the 
full peace of the Gospel out of the anguish of soul he was experiencing under the 
"enthusiasm" of pietism during his student days. It was Stephan who advised him to 
"lay hold of the full, free and unconditional promises of the Gospel" In doubt 
about his own worthiness to count himself a true believer, it was a letter from 
Stephan that set Walther at rest. Referring to himself in the third person, Walther 
said, "So the peace of God came to dwell with him. Then he had a real experience 
of the meaning of private absolution for the deeply terrified sinner." 14 

Whatever other faults Martin Stephan may have had, he apparently can't be faulted 
in his understanding of the doctrine of objective justification judging by Wal- 
ther* s testimony. I have tried, in vain, to locate a copy of this "letter of abso- 
lution" Walther received and which meant so much to him, but I am almost certain 
it contained the comfort of the universal justification in Christ I the good news 
that God had declared the sins of the world forgiven in his sight. Whatever the 
true case may be, universal justification — or the world's absolution, as Walther 
himself seemed to term it most often — was the heart of Walther' s theology until the 
day he died and the true secret of his greatness as a theologian, inseparable from an 
understanding of the proper distinction between Law and Gospel. 

Associated with Stephan' s group of "Old -Lutherans" by 1833, and ordained in 1837, 
Walther resigned his pastorate and joined the Saxon Immigrants under Stephen's 
leadership when they came to America in 1839 seeking religious freedom and escape 
from German persecution. After Stephan was deposed and expelled from the Saxon 
settlement in the same year for misconduct and false doctrine, it was Walther with 
his Altenburg Theses on the Church who assumed prominence and set the stage for the 
future progress of this group of Lutherans. 

In 1844 Walther began "Der Lutheraner " and his serious attempt to bring together 
all faithful Lutherans in America and lead those less- than -faithful back to God's 
Word. At a time when very few Lutherans actually knew Luther anymore, it's not 
surprising that Walther chose so often to let Luther speak for him. In' 1847 the 
"German Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio and Other States" was offi- 
claly organized and Walther was elected its first president. 

1850 

In 1850 Walther began teaching as Missouri's professor of theology, serving Concor- 
dia Seminary until his death 37 years later. It is also in 1850 that my research 
led me to the first clear reference I could locate from my office chair to the teach- 
ing which today we would place under the doctrine of objective justification. In 
light of Walther' s own experience, it is not surprising that we find objective 
justification proclaimed by Walther in the doctrine of absolution . 

As said before, the Gospel was always the heart of Walther 's theology, and for Wal- 
ther the purest form of the Gospel was to be found in absolution. In "Der Luther- 
aner" of March 19, 1850, Walther wrote the lead article, entltledi "How Great and 
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Deadly is the Error of Those Who Deny the Preaching of the Gospel the Power 
to Forgive Sins on Sarth." In the course of this article Walther writes! 

For what does it meani "Christ has perfectly redeemed us"? It meansi 

Christ has already, for us all, done and conducted what we should have 
done and conducted to acquire salvation; for, as the Bible says, "God 
made him who had no sin to be sin for us, so that in him we might become 
the righteousness of God. One died for all, and therefore all died. Con- 
sequently, just as the result of one trespass was condemnation for all 
men, so also the result of one act of righteousness was justification 
that brings life for all men. "(2 Cor 5i21,l4j Rom 5«18) As Christ, ex- 
piring on the cross, paid for the punishment of sin for all men, there 
all of us have already actually paid for the same; and as Christ aB 
a former debtor was openly and ceremoniously pardoned, absolved and 
justified by his Father from all debt through his resurrection from 
the dead, there all of us were already actually pardoned, absolved and 
justified | consequently, St. Paul wrote i Christ "was delivered over to 
death for our sins and was raised to life for our justification" (Bom 

What, then, is the result of this? Walther writes i 

From this It follows that this can also be announced to all people i Be 
happy, you sinnersl Christ has already canceled your sins. Christ has 
already seized the forgiveness of your sins. Christ has already recon- 
ciled you with God and has already won you God's grace. Christ has al- 
ready merited you a righteousness which is valid before God. Christ has 
already conquered death and hell for you. Christ has already acquired 
salvation for you through his fulfillment of the law. Christ has al- 
ready obtained your entrance into heaven through his worthiness. In 
short, Christ has already completely accomplished the work of your re- 
demption . . . Consequently, it is clear that since Christ has already 
completely redeemed all men the Gospel Is nothing else than a preach- 
ing of the forgiveness of sins to all people on earth, to which God him- 
self in heaven speaks his "Tes" and "Amen". It is, in a word, a univer- 
sal absolution of the entire world, brought from heaven by men, sealed •• 
with Christ's blood and death, not only confirmed by God himself in the 
most glorious and festive manner by Christ's resurrection but, Indeed, 
at the same time truly consummated. 16 

What does this do*1he the question of whether the absolution pronounced by a mini- 
ster Is valid or not? As Walther says, "What I am to announce to the whole world, 
I can naturally also announce to every individual who belongs to the worldl"!? An- 
ticipating the problem this would cause for our human reason, Walther writes » 

What? Then are the impenitent to be absolved as well, and therefore al- 
so an absolution spoken to an impenitent be valid? To this we answer i 
The absolution remains valid and powerful, even if it Is spoken to a 
Judas, for the Judas is already completely redeemed by Christ and in 
Christ already justified and absolved by God himself. Were it there- 
fore possible (although it is impossible) that an impenitent person, 
as such, believed from his heart the absolution spoken to him, thus 
he would also, as such, grasp therein divine forgiveness. 1° 

But should an impenitent person be absolved? Walther answers this question as we 
would expect, with an emphatic, "Noi" but with the stipulation added, "Not for the 
reason that absolution spoken to an Impenitent would be Invalid, but because the 
same would nevertheless despise it and push it away from himself and would thereby 
only fall into more sin and lay-' a greater damnation upon himself ."19 
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1852 

Walther* s statement above makes it clear that the doctrine of objective justifica- 
tion was not unknown to him. In fact, it was the heart of the Gospel message he 
lived to proclaim and defend. But was this doctrine new with him, or perhaps an 
invention of Stephan and passed on to those who came in contact with him? In Hay 
of 1859 Walther presented his first Referat (Convention Essay) on the subject of 
justification, treating the following points i 

1. That the Evangelical Lutheran Church alone holds in trust the pure doc- 
trine of justification. 

2. How has it happened that consciousness of this has disappeared in many 
cases, even within the Lutheran Church? 

3. What measures are to be taken to again rouse this vanished consciousness? 

Under Part 1, Walther cited evidence from Luther, the Confessions, and others in 
support of the following statements t 

1) That the doctrine of justification Is the most important doctrine of the 
whole divine revelation, is the common confession of our church, both In 

her Symbols and in the private writings of her pure, true teachers. 

2) Those err greatly who allow themselves to Imagine that it is an easy 
matter to correctly hold and present the doctrine of justification, or 

who truly suppose that they have long ago finished learning this doctrine. 

3) It Is due only to the fact that Luther came to a pure and clear con- 
fession of the artlcl e of justification that he has been born from a- 

bove, anointed and equipped to be the Reformer. 

k) Luther already mourned that in his own time only a few thoroughly under- 
stood and expressed the pure doctrine of justification, while many had 
already become tired of the same, and therefore this doctrine would be 

obscured again after his death and be lost. 

5) The Roman Church not only falsifies the doctrine of justif lcationj it 
also damns and curses the same. 

6) Admittedly, the majority of so-called "Protestant" churches outside of 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church confess the statraenti H A man is justi- 
fied before God by grace alone through faith alone, for Christ's sake and 
not through the works of the law." But they overthrow this doctrine again 
by their doctrine about the means through which a man Is justified before 
God. First of all, they teach falsely about the means of grace or about 
the "giving" means on God's sidej namely, about the Word and the Holy Sacra- 
ments. And secondly, they teach falsely concerning the Instrumental mean or 
"receiving" mean on man'B side; namely, about faith. And these errors in 
turn lay the foundation for erring doctrines about Christ's work of redemp- 
tion and his Person, as well as God's Will and the call of his grace. «* 

It is in this last section that Walther quotes what has to be considered the classic 
proof that the facet of justification we label today "objective justification" was 
not unknown to Luther. In his "Treatise Concerning the Keys" of 1530, Luther wrote i 

Remember that the keys or the forgiveness of sins are not based on our 
own repentance or worthiness, as they (the papists) wrongly teach. Such 
teachings are entirely fcLagian, Mohammedan, pagan, Jewish, like those of 
the Anabaptists, fanatic, and ant i -Christian. On the contrary our repen- 
tance and work, our disposition and all we are, should be built on the keys* 
We are to depend on them with as daring confidence as on God's Word itself. 
You must never doubt what the keys say and give you, at the risk of losing 
both body and soul. It is as certain as if God himself were saying so, 
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which indeed he does. It 1b hlB own Word and command. But if you 
doubt the same you make God a liar. You pervert his order and base his 
keys on your own repentance and worthiness. You should, indeed, repent. 
But to make repentance the basis of the forgiveness of your sins and of 
corroborating the work of the keys, is to abandon faith and deny Christ. 
By means of the key, he will forgive your sins, not for your own sake but 
for his own name's sake, out of pure grace 

. . . Ohrlst says, "Truly, I say to you, whatever you bind on earth 
shall be bound in heaven and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed 
In heaven"(Matt I81I8). Notice that assuredly, yes assuredly, it shall 
be bound and loosed what we bind and loose on earth. There is no sugges- 
tion of any wrong key. He does not sayi what I bind and loose in heaven, 
you shall bind and loose on earth, as the teachers of the wrong key so 
foolishly say. How could we find out what God binds and looses In hea- 
ven? Never. And the keys would be without purpose and to no avail. 
Neither does Christ say, you should know what I bind and loose in heaven. 
Who would, and could know that? But he speaks in this fashion, -If you 
bind and loose on earth, I will also bind and loose right along with you 
in heaven. When you use the keys, I will also. Indeed, if you do it, it 
shall be done, and it is not necessary that I do it after you. What you 
bind and loose (I say) I will neither bind nor loose, but is shall be 
bound and loosed withoutfay doing so. It shall be one single action, mine 
and yours, not a twofold one. It shall be one and the same key, mine and 
yours, not a twofold one. While you do your work, mine is already done. 
When you bind and loose, I have already bound and loosed. 

He binds and joins himself to our work. Indeed, he himself commands us 
to do his own work. Why then, should we make It uncertain or reverse it, 
pretending he must first bind and loose in heaven? Just as if his binding 
and loosing in heaven were different from our binding and loosing on earth. 
Or, as if he had different keys in heaven above from those we have below on 
earth. He distinctly and clearly states that they are heaven's keys and not 
those of the earth • • • 

But such ideas regarding two kinds of keys originate in the mistaken no- 
_ tlon that God's Word Is not his Weed. Because it Is spoken through men 
it is~regardsd as the word of men . And God is thought of as 'way up there in 
— heaven, very, very far removed from his Word here below. So we stand 

there and with open mouth stare heavfiward and invent still other keys ... 

... Do not allow yourself to be led astray by this Pharisaic babbling 
by which some deceive themselves, Saying, "How can a man forgive sins 
when he can bestow neither grace nor the Holy Spirit?" Rely on the words 
of Christ and be assured that God has no other way to forgive sins than 
through the spoken Word, as he has commanded us. If you do not look for 
forgiveness through the Word .you will gape toward heaven in vain for grace . 
or (as they say), for a sense of inner forgiveness . 

But if you speak as the factious spirits and sophists doi "After all* 
many hear of the binding and loosing of the keys, yet It makes no Impres- 
sion on them and they remain unbound and without being loosed. Hence, 
there must exist something else beside the Word and the keys. It is the 
spirit, the spirit, yes, the spirit that does lt i" Do you believe he is 
not bound who does not believe in the key which binds? Indeed, he shall 
learn, in due time, that his unbelief did not make the binding vain, nor 
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did it fail in its purpose. Even he who does not believe that he is free 
and his sins forgiven shall also learn, in due time, how assuredly his 
sins were forgiven . even though he did not believe lt « St. Paul says in 
Rom 3 (t3)i "Their faithlessness( will not) nullify the faithfulness of God." 
We are not talking here either about people's belief or disbelief regard- 
ing the efficacy of the keys. We realize that few believe. We are speak- 
ing of what the keys accomplish and give. He who does not accept what the 
keys ?;ive receives, of course, nothing. But this is not the key's fault. 
Many do not believe the gospel, but this does not mean that the gospel is 
not true or effective. A king gives you a castle. If you do not accept 
it, then it is not the king's fault, nor is he guilty of a lie, *ut you 
have deceived yourself and the fault is yours. The king certainly gave it. 

. . . For it is God's Word and command that the former speaks and the lat- 
ter listens. Both are bound, on peril of losing their soul's salvation, to 
believe this article as truly and firmly as all the other articles of faith, 20 b 
(all emphasis^alther's in his Referat) 

Time and again this would be the quote used by the defenders of objective justi- 
fication against those who called this a "new" doctrine, unknown to Luther, But 
is the dootrine of objective justification foreign to our Lutheran Confessions? 
The specific term may be, but our confessions also show that its writers had a con- 
cept and belief in the objective reality of forgiveness and justif ication,bef ore and 
apart from faith, for all people as a result of Christ's work of redemption. This 
would be as good a time as any to cite some pertinent passages from the Confessions, 
all of which would be used at one time or another in the decades ahead to show that 
the doctrine of objective justification was a doctrine of the Lutheran Church. It 
must be admitted that when our Lutheran Confessions speak of justification they 
speak almost exclusively of that facet of justification we usually call "subjective" 
justification, which has also been called "special" or "personal" justification. 
But the Confessions also show that the basis for this justification is the justifi- 
cation that precedes faith. The following references to objective justification in 
our Confessions are found cited in Professor Becker's paper previously mentioned. 

Here again there is great need to call upon God and pray, "Dear Father, 
forgive us our debts." Not that he does not forgive sin even without and 
before our prayeri and he gave us the Gospel, in which there is nothing but 
forgiveness, before we prayed or even thought of It. But the point here is 
for us to recognize and accept this forgiveness. (LC III 188) 

The law would seem to be harmful since it has made all men sinners, but 
when the Lord Jesus came he forgave all men the sin that none could escape. 
(Apol. IV, 103) 

If somebody doubts that his sins are forgiven, he insults Christ because he 
thinks that his sin is greater and stronger than the death and promise of 
Christ. (Apol. IV, 149) 

What else is the refusal to believe absolution but the accusation that 
God is a liar? If the heart doubts, it maintains that God's promises 
are uncertain and inane. (Apol. XII, 62) 

It is God's command and the Gospel itself that they should be sure that 
their sins are forgiven freely for Christ's sake, not doubting that they 
are forgiven them personally. If anyone doubts, he makes the divine pro- 
mise a lie. (Apol. XII, 88 

t 
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If anybody, therefore, Is not sure that he Is forgiven, he denies that 
God has sworn to the truth; a more horrible blasphemy than this cannot 
be imagined. (Apol. XII, 94) 

In connection with the Confessions, Becker writes i 

It is very evident that the Lutheran doctrine of absolution rests on v. ■;- 

the foundation of the universal forgiveness of the human race. It is 
also clear that any Lutheran pastor who denies universal justification 
has violated his confessional oath. Thus what at first appears to be a 
peripheral matter turns out to be a question of confessional honesty. * 

Returning to Walther 's Referat of 1859 • w e again see how clearly the doctrine of ob- 
jective justification is proclaimed in what Walther had to say about absolution. 
And why not? Objective justification is nothing else but the Gospel in its purest 
form, and our Lutheran Confessions themselves tell us that absolution is "the true 
voice of the Gospel" (Apol. XII «39). 

In the discussion of the various points, Walther made the following comment I "There 
is all the differnce in the world between the papacy's absolution and our own! We 
sayt God in Christ has already absolved all sinners! The preacher, as also every 
other person who comforts a sinner with the Gospel, only brings him this absolution, 
and whoever trusts in it, has it!" 22 

Walther also complained about the Reformed influence within the Lutheran Church. 

But, dear Godl how that Reformed error" (concerning the means of grace)' 
has nevertheless invaded our church in so many, many places, so that even 
there, where, by God's grace, the pure doctrine still sounds, it prevails. 
Why else are there those here and there in our congregations who put up a 
fierce resistance against the Sunday confession and absolution after the 
sermon" (the common custom among the Missourlans at that time), "when, in- 
deed, they ought to gladly run a thousand miles for the same, if they be- 
lieved absolution to be the conferring of the forgiveness of our sins? 
(If this were not the case), why, also, the loathing for private absolu- 
tion, if not because they don't believe that all are already redeemed — 
even those are redeemed who sweat in hell— and that now the only thing 
necessary is that a man be Informed of this and believe it; and (because 
they don't believe) that the treasure of redemption acquired by Christ is 
conferred to him, which is precisely whcvt occurs through private absolu- 
tion, where God calls out to each individual! It's meant for you! Our 
congregations often believe that everything is fine for them— they are 
truly " Old -Lutheran" t- because they have a preacher of our Synod; and yet 
things look so sad when it comes to faitht Indeed, believing comes hard 
for every person, but the fact that one does not even adhere to the pure 
doctrine in this" (absolution)" is the woe of woes. And this is the situa- 
tion which prevails in so many oases. 

We ought to immerse ourselves more and more in the same than has happened 
up to now. We ought to make the chief doctrine our chief concern as well. 
For what does God finally have as the aim of all preaching? Nothing else 
than to give us the assurance of the forgiveness of our sins! ^3 a 

In answer to a question, Walther made it clear that we are not to absolve those 
we know will refuse to believe the good news absolution proclaims, but only be- 
cause this would be a misuse of the Gospel, "and not for some other reason, as If 
the Word womld not be bringing forgiveness if it is spoken over an impenitent. "23fe 
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I860 

What Walther said about absolution in I859— what, today, we can aay he said about 
objective justification— really set the stage for the controversy concerning this 
doctrine which is still on the scene among those wishing to consider themselves 
altlutherlche . The catalyst, however, was not to be Walther' s Referat , but that of 
Walther* s colleague, Theojiore Julius Brohm (1808-1 881 ), which was presented at the 
convention of the Missouri Synod in October, i860. 

The complete title of Brohm' s Referat was "Paper Concerning the Intimate Connection 
of the Doctrine of Absolution with that of Justification.'* While stating his be- 
lief that the doctrine of absolution had "been repeatedly treated in our periodi- 
cals and by our conferences and Synod so that hardly any darkness about the doc- 
trine Itself existed," Brohm nevertheless felt that the relation of this doctrine 
to that of justification deserved and required a detailed discussion. Rather than 
do so by means of a "voluminous dissertation," which would leave little room for 
discussion (an example some of you might wish the present essayist had followed), 
he chose to do so by means of a series of theses. The theses were as follows 1 

I. 1, Absolution, or the forgiveness of sins, is, according to Luther's teachings, 

the Gospel, whether it is proclaimed to many or to few. 

2. Private absolution is consequently not a power outside, or by the side, of 
the Gospel to forgive sins; but it is nothing else than the preaching of the Gos- 
pel to the individual sinner. 

3. In the public ministry, it is the preachers of the Gospel who are the stew- 
ards and dispensers of Absolutloni but otherwise it is all Christians, since the 
whole Church is originally the possessor of the keys; but the one who through the 
agency of the Church forgives sins is the Triune God. 

k. Absolution consistsi (a) not in a judicial verdict of the copfessflpj (b) 
nor in an empty announcement of, or wish for, the forgiveness of slnsj but (e) 
in a powerful impartation of it. 

5, The effect of Absolution (a) does not depend upon man's repentance, con- 
fession and atonement, (b) but Absolution demands faith, creates and stre'gthens 
faith; (c) without faith it profits a man nothing; (d) although it is not there- 
fore a "failing key." 

6. By private absolution, no essentially different or better forgiveness is 
imparted than in the preaching of the Gospel. Neither is It in such a way ne- 
cessary for receiving forgiveness that without it no forgiveness of sins would 
take place. Still it has its own peculiar value and usefulness, because by It 
the individual is made more certain that he also has the forgiveness of sins. 

7, In close connection with private absolution stands private confession, 
which latter is nothing else than a request for absolution. Moreover, it has 
also this value that it gives the confessor opportunity to examine the people, 
to teach the Word of God and the Catechism and to give all sorts of advice in 
difficult cases of conscience. Finally, It is a training in self-humiliation. 
In brief, it is an application of the Law and the Gospel. 

8. Confession is not commanded by God, but is, nevertheless, most useful. 
Consequently it should not be forcedjupon anyone as a necessary thingi but where 
it is practiced, It should be maintained j where it has fallen into disuse, It 
should be restored by recommending it and praising its usefulness. 

II. The doctrine of Absolution and the doctrine of Justification stand In an inti- 
mate, reciprocal relationship to one another. This become? clean 

A. through this, that the doctrine of justification is the foundation on 
which the doctrine of Absolution is based, and the source from which it flows. 
Without Justification, Absolution would be an impossibility. 

B, through this, that through the pure Lutheran doctrine of Absolution, 
Justification is not only defined, elucidated; and exalted, as a free, com- 
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pletely acquired gift of God's grace* which shall be received through faith a- 
lone, but the doctrine of justification is also especially made truly consoling 
and agreeable to the individual by private absolution because in absolution the 
justification by grace is not seen as a justification that stands far off in 
the distance, which can only be obtained by previous lengthy penitential battles 
and preparations. Rather, (in absolution this justification by grace) as an 
appropriated gift is brought n«ar to each individual through the Word of the 
Gospel. 2 ^ Urohra also included a part (C), In which, at length, he mentions 
how the Intimate relationship between justification and absolution is shown 
more clearly by the errors connected with them in the Roman and Reformed 
churches, as well .as in related errors among the pietists and the romanizing 
Lutherans.) 

The proceedings inform us that the discussion never got beyond theses 6 of part I 
before the convention time was exhausted. Many questions were raised and discussed. 
Concerning the first thesis, some wondered if the definition for absolution wasn't 
too broad. Wouldn't this definition make every preaching of the Gospel a true ab- 
solution? The answer was, "Yes." When the demand was made that in defining the 
preaching of the Gospel as "absolution" the necessity of faith must be stressed at 
the same time, the following reply was madei 

In this matter it is necessary to recognize, before all else, that the 
great treasure of the Gospel, the redemption frhlch has come to pass for 
all men through Christ and the forgiveness of sins acquired thereby, is 
also presented to all men, according to Christ's command* "Preach the Gos- 
pel to every creature." To all who hear it, whether they believe or don't 
believe, forgiveness of sins is announced and presented. When a preacher 
announces the gospel he always speaks an absolution, and truly also to those 
who do not believe, because absolution is a divine act and not dependent on 
the belief or unbelief of men. The unbeliever, therefore, quite certainly 
rejects the absolution which came to him also by the preaching of the Gos- 
pel, and precisely for this reason (his rejection), forfeits it. 25 

Against this it was objected that God's Word says that no one is to forgive the sins 
of unbelieving sinners but, rather, hold them against them all the more. "Since, 
therefore, the unbeliever receives no share in the preaching of the forgiveness of 
sin, how can the preaching of the Gospel always be absolution?" The answer! 

The fact of the redemption and reconciliation of the entire human race 
through Christ, and with it the forgiveness of all sins for all men on 
God's part— which, indeed, is precisely what the Gospel proclaims, pre- 
sents and gives — can by no means become a lie through the unbelief of 
men . . . even when the unbelievers don't receive it, but reject it for 
themselves and for this reason — indeed, foirjthls reason alone — are lost. 
Just as absolution or the pardon of sins can be nothing else than the 
preaching of the Gospel, whether it occurs publicly or otherwise every 
preaching of the Gospel, whether it occurs through Word or Sacrament, 
16 always an absolution of all sins. ° 

A great deal of discussion proceeded in order to achieve the unity and clarity all 
those present desired. One pastor present suggested that part of the problem was 
that some of those present tended to separate the forgiveness presented from the 
means used to present it, as if the Word was present announcing God's gift of grace 
in Christ, but the gift of forgiveness itself was still to be found somewhere else. 
He emphasized that the Gospel message and its treasure couldn't be separated. 

Along this line the following question also arose i "The tenet has always been de- 
clared and confessed by us that through Christ's resurrection from the dead God has 
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absolved the whole world, that Is, pardoned Its sins. If, according to this, the 
whole world has already been absolved and tta sin pardoned long ago, what exactly 
Is absolution or the preaching of the Gospel in the church? Is it also a pardon, 
or merely an announcement of the pardon which has already occurred?" ^'q 

It was answered that in the sense that the redemption of the world already stood 
in God's sight as completed from eternity, one could even say that in God's heart 
the absolution of the world existed already from eternity. But that doesn't help 
us attain it. The good news of our absolution doesn't do us any good if we don't 
hear it. It was for this purpose that God ordained that the Gospel should be 
proclaimed; not a bare repetition or announcement of what has occurred long ago, 
but the absolution Itself at the same time. 

Where the preaching of the Gospel Is announced, there the dear ^ord him- 
self steps before the sinner and says, "I am reconciled and herewith an- 
nounce to you that all your sins are forgiven you." Just as this would 
be no bare announcement but a powerful lmpartation of forgiveness if God 
so spoke to the sinner without means, thus the preaching and absolution 
of the pastor is also truly nothing else than an announcement of for- 
giveness, but such an announcement as actually brings and gives the for- 
giveness it announces . 2 ?k 

During the discussion, one pastor posed the question that if the world has already 
been absolved through Christ's resurrection, will it be absolved again through the 
Gospel? If the world has already been absolved, isn't it necessary to maintain that 
the Gospel is merely an announcement of absolution? It was answered that we don't 
say that we're redeemed and reconciled once again, but, rather, that what has hap- 
pened once is appropriated by us. "If by a mere announcement of forgiveness this 
is to be understood, that one is merely told about it, the question whether the 
preaching of the Gospel is only an announcement of absolution must be answered, 'No. ' 
It is, rathor, such an announcement which gives what it announces at the same time 
It announces It." 

Although the discussion of absolution and its direct relation to justification as 
set forth in Brohm's second part never occurred, it is clear from what was discussed 
that the full Implications of the "unconditional" Gospel proclamation in absolution 
required somo of the pastors present to sharpen their own unclear thoughts on the 
subject. The end result was complete agreemont among them on the matter at hand — 
and the heart of the matter was none other than our own doctrine of objective jus- 
tification. 

III. The Norwegian Synod vs. the Augustana and I ova Synods. I86l-l8?2 
1861 

Pastor Brohm's presentation was greatly appreciated by all those present. Particu- 
larly Impressed were representatives from the Norwegian Syncd( officially, the Nor- 
wegian Ev. Lutheran Church In America), founded in 1851 and reorganized along strict 
or confessional lines in 1853. It Is reported that the two Norwegian pastors pre- 
sent, Herman Amberg Prcus (1825-189*0 and Nils ulsen Brandt (1824-1 921) ."both com- 
mented to the effect (as this was, likewise, a universal observation among the Mis- 
sour ians themselves) that they had never heard this 30 plain, and, yet, at thejsame 
time, so difficult cardinal point In all Christianity presented in such a clear 
and edifying way as it was at that time." y 

They were so -impressed, in fact, that not only did a translation of the Hisslouri 
Proceedings dealing with absolution appear in the Norwegian Synod's "Kirkelig Maaned 
tidende," but the theses on Absolution from part I were themselves presented to the 
Norwegian Synod convention of l86l by Professor Peter Laurentlus Larsen (1833-1915). 
at that time the Norwegian Synod professor at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis. 
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At that time the 1ss«b of slavery was oastlng a dark cloud over the Norwegian Syn- 
od and one pastor reports that many also asked the question, " Kan der komme noget 
godt fra Missouri? " ( auf deutsch t " Kann auch von Missouri etwas~Gutes kommen? ") But 
this same pastor (in 1867) also states, "Indeed, this Report on Absolution was re- 
ceived with such joy and with such lively interest that those who have attended all 
our later synods since then will, without doubt, universally confess that the parti- 
cipants . . . have never yet found themselves, in spirit and heart, so enlightened 
and edified, so comforted and gratified, as through that Report on Absolution." 30 

But this doesn't mean that many questions weren't voice4 partlculary with respect 
to the stat^hent that absolution (or the Gospel) "is a powerful impartatlon" of the 
forgiveness of sins (Theses 4(c)). J. Magnus Rohne gives this account, taken al- 
most word for word from the published Proceedings themselves 1 

Rev. B. J. Muus (Bernt Julius Ingebretsen Muus, 1832-1900) had been « 
appointed to lead the discussion of Prof. Larsen's paper. He found 
nothing in the first three theses to comment upon; in the fourth he 
had his doubts concerning the word Impartatlon . This should be cor- 
rected to readi "God gives and presents the forgiveness of sins in 
the Gospel or Absolution to all who hear the Word, and while indeed all 
in that sense receive it, nevertheless only the believers retain it." 
By impartatlon is understood that a thing is given and received, con- 
sequently it is hereby implied that God gives the forgiveness of sins 
also to unbelievers, who, of course, cannot receive it. In reply, it 
was brought out that from God's side. Absolution and the forgiveness of 
sins were actually given to both believers and unbelievers, to peni- 
tent and impenitent, to Judas as well as to Peter and Paul, in short, 
unconditionally to all who hear it. But, of course, the impenitent re- 
ject and despise this gift, inasmuch as they will not believe God when 
He offers the forgiveness of sins. Still these are given the forgive- 
ness, as the Word cannot fail nor can the keys fail (i.e. they are not 
claves errantes ). A pardoned prisoner might despise the pardon, and re- 
main in jail, not because he is not pardoned, but because he despises 
the pardon. So it is with the sinner who refuses to believe. The par- 
don is there whether he accepts or rejects it, though, of course, only 
he is benefited who accepts in faith. But faith is not a condition, else 
a person would have to have faith in his own faith} that is, he must be- 
lieve he believes, and his belief creates the thing he believes. This is 
absurd. He must not center his faith on anything in himself but in the 
Word and promises of God. 

Rev. B. J. Muus declared himself in full accord with all that had been 
said . . .31 

Unfortunately, during the course of the discussion Muus expressed himself in a way 
that put his disagreement with the term "imparts" in a bad light and, in the end, 
with two other pastors TArould not accept the Referat until the words "powerful 
impartatlon," " kraftig meddle se" (in the German original, krftftigen Mlttheilung ), 
had been replaced with the word "given". The fact that Muus staunchly supported 
the Synod's doctrine of absolution and "world' justification" in the years ahead 
shows that for him it was simply a matter of semantics and not doctrine (and,, 
perhaps, a touch of stubborness when called to the carpet by his fellow pastors 
on the convention floor — something not unknown among -theologfa*s). 

It can be added that Luther's comments concerning the keys in 1530 appear in the 
convention Proceedings . At this stage we find no real controversy; only spirited 
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discussion as men striving to preaoh the full Gospel come tcjgrips with the full la- 
plications of the Gospel the Word of God proclaims^— implications which, perhaps, 
many of us remember having to stop and take a second look at when the truth of ob- 
jective justification really hit home in our own hearts for the first time. But now 
the stage was fully set. for the storm of the true controversy to break, whose effects 
are still being felt today. 

1864 

It's natural to expect that the pastors of the Norwegian Synod would seek to unite 
with their fellow Scandinavians In what was then (1860-1870) the Scandinavian Ev. 
Lutheran Augusta na Synod in North America— Swedish, Danish and Norwegian pastors 
united in one body under the leadership of the Swedish pastor, Tuve Nihson Hassel- 
quist (l8l6-l89l). The Augustana and Norwegian Synods meet at a free conference in 
Chicago in l863>at which the doctrine of regeneration was discussed. At that time 
it is reported by the Norwegian Synod that "one of the Swedish pastors came up with 
the entirely papistic-" Gruntviglan" assertion — which, to our knowledge has never been 
withdrawn— that God's Word is not in and of itself a means of regeneration and, 
therefore, could not work faith. "32 

This statement prompted the Norwegians to seek to delve deeper into the matter of 
just exactly what the true content and power of the Word of th§ Gospel was and how 
God always employed the same as the means on his part to pardon or absolve men of 
their sins. According to the Norwegians, they wanted to make sure that these two 
points were entirely and distinctly stressed 1 l) that Christ's reconciliation 
(atonement) extended over all meni and 2) that the power of this reconciliation, 
namely, the forgiveness of sins for all men, is brought by means of the Gospel to 
all who hear it. They wanted to oppose l) the Calvinlst error, that the reconcili- 
ation (atonement) is only valid for a few men; namely, the elect 1 and 2) the gener- 
al reformed -enthusiast view that God's Word Is only a powerless announcement, which 
actually only first acquires a powerful content through faith or something else In 
those who hear it.33<\ 

To this end, the Norwegians proposed that their own theses of 1861 — none other than 
Brohm's theses on absolution of i860 — be adopted as the center of discussion at the 
next free conference the following year, which was acceptable to the Augusta nans. 
The Norwegians naturally placed a great deal of importance, as well as hope for a 
true understanding of this most important doctrine, in the conference that met at 
Jefferson Prairie, Wisconsin, in 1864. But perhaps they had an inkling of what 
was to come when" Professor Hasselquist at the very beginning of the first session 
took a copy of the printed ' Report on the Doctrine of Absolution' out of his pocket 
and said that due to a lack of time (l) he had only been able to become acquainted 
with Its contents the previous afternoon (11 ) (Emphasis In the original — and per- 
haps a lesson to learn here for ourselves as well! ) 

J • Magnus Rohne writes* 

Ju3t as Rev. B. J. Muus had formerly objected*} so now the Scandinavian 
Augustanans objected strenuously to the doctrine that Absolution or the 
Gospel Is a powerful Im par tail on of the forgiveness! of sins. The Au- 
gustanans maintained that the Gospel Imparts the forgiveness of sins to 
believers, but not to unbelievers. The Synod pastors insisted that the 
Gospel is and remains the same, whether received or rejected by men, and 
that it is therefore a powerful impartatlon of the forgiveness of sins to 
all who hear it, whether they are believers or unbelievers. Here, then, 
the issue was drawn, and here, as Rev. V. Koren (Ulrik Vllhelm Keren, 1826- 
1910)remarked, the parties "stand to this day (1867)." 
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It was inevitable that the discussion should center itself about the 
Gospel, as Absolution, according to both sides, is the personal appli- 
cation of the Gospel to the individual, whereas preaching is a general 
application of the Gospel. Is the Gospel and Absolution one thing when 
applied to the believer arri another when applied to the unbeliever, or Is 
it the same regardless of to whom it is applied? . . . The Synod pastors 
stressed the objective validity of the Gospel j it had in it the forgive- 
ness of sins, and aotually offered this to men. The mere fact that some 
failed to accept this did not do away with its objective reality. ,~. i ; 
The Augustanans adopted the more subjective pietistlc view arid emphasized 
the fact that the Gospel did not have any saving or forgiving effect in the 
case of the unbeliever. If it did not have any saving or forgiving effect, 
they said, why speak of the Gospel as imparting the forgiveness of sins? 
How was the forgiveness of sins powerfully imparted to an unbeliever who, 
nevertheless, remained unabsolved? Out from this subjective reasoning, 
they, as the Synod men thought, really approached the idea that each one 
made his flwn Gospel—if he believed there was forgiveness in the Gospeli 
If he did not, there was no forgiveness in it. When in defense of their 
view the Augustanans quoted the passage i "Give not that which is holy un- 
to the dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before swine," the Synod pastors 

replied that the mere fact that what was holy was given to dogs, and that 
pearls were cast before swine, did not In the least affect the Intrinsic 
quality of what was holy or of the pearls — they were holy and pearls re- 
gardless of their abuse. If the Gospel and Absolution contained nothing 
more than what man by faith put into them, then man really had to depend 
on his faith— -he had to have faith in his own faith—and not in the Gospel, 

At the end of the colloquy both parties formulated their views on this sub- 
ject « 

The Augustanans taught! The Gospel contains, holds forth, and 
offers the forgiveness of sins to all who hear it, but this for- 
giveness is given, Imparted, and presented only to those who in 
faith receive it. 

The Synod pastors taught i The preaching of the Gospel gives, 
presents, and imparts the forgiveness of sins to all whom it 
is proclaimed, whether they believe or not (although it is not 
accepted by all) . 

The chief difference between the contestants seems to have been in the 
essence rather than in the effect of Absolution. Both agreed that the 
Gospel offered the forgiveness of sins, but the one side held that it 
was given only to those who in faith received it, while the other side 
said that it was given also to unbelievers, though they did not accept 
it. Both agreed that unbelievers received no benefit from such an ab- 
solution.^* 

Friedrich August Schmidt (1837-1928), of whom we will hear again in greater detail 
shortly, had this to report about the meeting (in "The Lutheran Standard," November 
1. 1870) i 

During this discussion the Norwegians laid special stress on the fact that 
the forgiveness of all men's sins had actually been wrought and brought 
about in Christ, and that this treasure of Christ's atoning merit Is 
brought to us in the means of grace, and thus also in the preaching of 
the Gospel ard in Absolution. When Absolution is granted to anybody, 
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■J , the grant Is not an empty word or promise, but a grant actually contain- 
ing and conveying in its intrinsic essence the things promised or spoken 
of. As, therefore, Christ has actually brought about a reconciliation of 
the whole world, unto God, implying that forgiveness of all men's sins and 
perfect righteousness of all sinners is brought about in Christ, this trea- 
sure of forgiveness is on the part of God donated or conveyed by means of 
a grant or deed to every individual person thit is baptized or receives the 
Absolution. 

The Augustana pastors, however, could not see the matter in this light, 
and, when pressed by Scripture texts, their leading spokesman, Hev. 
Carlsson (Erland Carlsson, 1822-1893) of Chicago, went so far as to say 
that in such words as "God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
Himself," the term "the world" does not mean all men , but only all 
believers . This is well known to be the Calvinistic theory, according 
to which God in Christ only redeemed the elect or persevering believers, 
and all passages of Scripture teaching the universal redemption of the 
world are made to mean the redemption and salvation of the elect only. 
The pastors of the Augustana Synod were particularly offended at hearing 
a mode of expression used during the debate by some of the Norwegian 
ministers, namely, that by the resurrection of Christ He had been alt- 
solved from the sins of the whole world, and that In Him as Mediator 
and representative surely the whole world had been justified , because 
He was justified from the sins of the whole world. 35 

It is reported that on the day of the conference^those present treated the final 
four theses, they did the best they could— the pastors of the Augustana Synod 
were absent. As Schmidt report* t "Conference was ended pretty abruptly and sharp 
things were said on both sides."3oq 

A short report of the conference appeared in the Scandinavian Press paper, "Emigrant- 
en," in the summer of 1864, followed "a year and a day" later by a report in the 
same paper by a Pastor Peters of the Augustana side entitled, "Old News" ( Gammelt 
Nyt). This was quiokly followed by an article from B. J. Muus, the Norwegian Syn- 
od's secretary at the Jefferson Prairie Conference, entitled, Gammelt Nyt II . 

Now followed a series of articles, as each side did its best to defend its own posi- 
tion and attack that of the other. Prom my own observations of the articles I've 
been able to get my hands on, It seems very clear that the Augustana Synod men tried 
to credit the Norwegian Synod with statements and conclusions they had never made 
nor intended to make. Many of these articles appeared in the paper "Emigranten," 
"neutral" ground which served as a sounding board for Both sides. 

In 1866, Carl Johan Peter Petersen (1825-I897), pastor of Chicago's Norwegian Ev. 
Lutheran Congregation ( Den Norsk evangellsk lutherske menighet ) brought a part, if 
not the majority, of his congregation out of the Augustana Synod and eventually in- 
to the Norwegian Synod in I867. I haven't beenqble to get the full details of the 
matter, but many charges were brought against the pastor by members of his congre- 
gation and it appears that eventually the case went to the civil courts. Included 
in the proceedings were charges against the Norwegian Synod that it was teaching 
false doctrine about justification. Prominent men of both the Norwegian and Augus- 
tana Synods were called to testify, as well as Joseph Augustus Sel3S (1823-1904), 
who later served several terms as president of the General Council (officially or- 
ganized in 186?). leter Seiss wrote that at the time he had been informed that 
at least some members of the Norwegian Synod "had testified on oajth that the doc- 
trine held and maintained as the true Lutheran faith by said Synod, as against the 
Augustana Synod, is that all men are already justified in the death and resurrec- 
tion of Jesus, and are in that justified and redeemed state until they put them- 
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selves out of it by positive unbelief of the Gospel absolution" 36 b 

Needless to say, no such testimony existed, but this doctrine was one which the Au- 
gustana Synod would insist was ihe teaching of the Norwegian Synod over and over a- 
gain. Apparently the Swedish pastors had so«e valid reasons for concern for it's 
reported that in Sweden such false views of universal justification as they imputed 
to the Norwegian Synod did exist. But as P. A. Schmidt wrote(in 1873) » 

For all we know, there may be people in Sweden or in the Swedish Augustana 
Synod who teach such a heretical doctrine, but we know of none in Nor- 
way or in our Norwegian Synod, Me almost suspect, however, that just 
as we of the Norwegian Synod and Synodlcal Conference have been so aw- 
fully misrepresented in this matter by men who must know better, the 
same may have been the case in regard to people in other countries. 
But as we say, we are not posted on that matter. We only know that 
our doctrine was not imported from Sweden ?? 

It is an interesting historical note that Pastor Petersen was the Augu6tana Synod's 
secretary at the Jefferson Prairie free conference in 1864. 

1867 

The year 1867 stands out as a watermark year in the Norwegian Synod's defense. 
In March of 1867 an article by V, Koren (previously referred to in the quote from 
Rohne above) appeared in "Emlgranten" , then reprinted in the Norwegian Synod's own 
"Klrkelig Maanedstidende" in April. It was entitled, "A Friendly Word in an Impor- 
tant Controversy." it Koren made it clear that the real question involved was 
not "whether the forgiveness of ^ins occurs before, or, in and with faith in the 
individual person." The real$was°whether forgiveness of sins is also given before 
faith. To the charge that the Norwegians were teaching that a person comes into 
possession of the forgiveness of sins simply by hearing the Gospel, Koren stated 
that "the articles that have been written from our side must have long since in- 
formed any truth-loving reader that these allegations are entirely without basis, 
and that we still teach what we have always taught t Only he who believes the Gos- 
pel comes into possession of the same, that is, the forgiveness of sins. "38 

As Koren makes clear, the real issue in not about the Gospel's effect but about its 
essence . As far as the issue over the words, "to give the forgiveness of sins" 
(Norwegians) , as opposed to the words, "to offer the forgivness of sins" (Augustan- 
a), Koren admits that the expression "to offer" was the one most commonly used be- 
fore this time by orthodox theologians. But he also said, "One is not faithful to 
the truth because he uses correct expressions, when he means them to say something 
else." Koren states the Norwegian Synod's position overagainst the Augustana 

Synod in this wayt 

We would be perfectly satisf iedVfith the expression that "the Gospel 
offers the forgiveness of sins to all," if our opponents would under- 
stand this word acc w ording to genuine Lutheran usage; for then they would 
admit that this offer from God's side has the same content when it comes 
to an unbeliever as when it comes to a believer, and that just as the 
offer to the believer is a powerful offer, which effects and gives that 

which the words report? so also the offer from God's side has full value 
when it comes to the unbeliever • God gives him forgiveness, but he will 
not accept it, he will not believe it. It has not been our aim to nego- 
tiate an agreement on paper or in word alone, but in spirit and in truth. 
Therefore we have used such expressions as were not only in and of them- 
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selves correct, but, In addition, In the same way also set the matter 
at the point where we could be certain that no one but he who in his 
heart perceives the truth would agree with them. Therefore we have 
used the expression, that "the Gospel gives the forgiveness of sins 
to all who hear it, both believers and unbelievers. "39 

Koren compares the Gospel in the Word of Absolution (which are really identical) 
to the Gospel in Baptism. As he says, "Baptism is and remains a washing of re- 
birth no matter hotu many baptized people there are who have despised their baptis- 
mal grace . . . Among those who are baptized as adults there are many who do not 
receive baptism in faith. If God only gave believers forgiveness of sin in Bap- 
tism, then it would be necessary for these to be baptized again in order to re- 
ceive baptismal grace. "40 

Koren' s article was followed in the same year by two other articles dealing with 
this doctrinal issue in the pages of the "K-irkelig MaanAtidende," One was a 
series of dialogues between two friends discussing the controversy; the next an 
article in two installments by the previously aentioned P. A. Schmidt. Finally, 
in November of 186? the "Maanedstidende" offered its readers "A Historical Over- 
view of the Controversy between the Augustana Synod and the Norwegian Synod over 
the Doctrine of Absolution." 

Perhaps now is the time to introduce the theologian mentioned above who, from this 
time until he precipitated the Election Controversy in 18?9, might be considered the 
chief visible defender of objective justification. Friedrlch August Schmidt was 
born in Germany in 1837. He graduated from Concordia College in 1853 and from Con- 
cordia Seminary in 185?. H e joined the Norwegian Synod to teach at Luther College 
in Decorah, Iowa, in I86l. From 1872 unti I876 he was the Norwegian Synod professor 
at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis. A brilliant theologian, he wrote German articles 
for the Missouri Synod' s"Lehre und ifehre," . Norwegian articles for the "Kirkellg 
Maanedstidende," and English articles for the Ohio Synod's "Lutheran Standard". 
How such a man could later take the synergistic stand he did can only be laid to the 
struggle of human reason to fit all of divine truth into its own limits. If one is 
going to hold firmly to the biblical doctrine that Jesus has already accomplished 
everything necessary for every person's salvation and that God truly wants every 
person to come to a knowledge of the truth, as well as the fact that the Gospel is 
the same for all who hear it in its essence, then the logical conclusion to the 
question, "Why some and not others?" has, to be the error that Schmidt later adopted, 
splitting his own Synod and tearing both it and Ohio out of the Synodical Conference 1 
the difference must lie in those who hear the Gospell But this is another contro* 
versy and we have a ways to go before we get from I867 to 1879* 

Dealing with the matter of "the entire world's Justification," Schmidt wrote 1 

We mean the same as, for example, the old theologian Johannes Quistorp, 
professor and Superintendant in fiostock (died 1648), as he clearly and 
concisely states in his notes on 2 Cor 5*19* "The word Justification, 
as well as the word Reconciliation, is employed in a two-fold manner 1 
1, in regard to the acquired merit » 2. in regard to the appropriated 
merit. Thus all are justified (in one sense) and some are justified 
(in another sense). All, namely, with respect to the acquired meriti 
and some, namely, with respect to the approriated merit. * 

In connection with the expression, "the unconditional Gospel," Schmidt wrote t 

In short, in the Gospel, according to its proper meaning, God does not 
say to us 1 I am gracious to you and forgive your sins, on the condi- 



24 



tion that you first believe, or when you have first begun to believe; 
but he says i Because Christ has also reconciled you to me and paid 
for all your sins, therefore I am already gracious to you for his sake, 
and in my reconciled heart I have already long ago in Christ forgiven 
you and all other poor sinners all your sins. This is now announced 
also for you, so that you can also believe on the crucified Savior and 
Mediator and by faith appropriate for yourself the grace, life and sal- 
vation previously acquired for you by him. 

In the same year another series of articles by a pastor Amund Mikkelsen (1835-?) 
appeared in Bmigranten which, together with the two previously cited articles by 
Koren and Schmidt, were translated into Snedish and distributed in booklet form as 
Three Testimonies on the Correct Presentation of the Doctrine of the Gospel . It 
seems to have appeared in either late 1868 or early I869, 

In 1868 the "K. Maanedstidende" carried a series of articles, "Testimony from 
Luther concerning Absolution." As for the Three Testimonies referred to above, 
this little booklet was apparently widespread enough to make it the target 

of at least one Stockholm paper, this fact mentioned by T. K. Hasselqulst in an 
article about the same booklet in the Augustana's M Augustana" in I869. This booklet 
doesn't seem to have helped matters any and by this time the controversy dealt more 
and more directly with the matter of "world justification," our objective justifi- 
cation, and less and less with the matter of absolution per se. The articles that 
appeared during this time make it clear that the term "objective" justification was 
in use even then, even if it wasn't used frequently. 

Elsewhere 

What was happening on the other "language" fronts at this time? It should be noted 
that in 1868 Friedrich Reinhold Bduard Preuss (1834-1904) published his classic 
treatise. Die Rechtfertigung der Sunder vor Gott . Although Preuss, for the most 
part, deals with the subjective facet of justification, he clearly lays the basis 
for this in its objective, universal facet. As Preuss writes 1 

So, then, we are reconciled 1 however, not only we, but also Hindus, and 
Hottentots and Kafirs, yes, the world. "H e conciled" , says our transla- 
tion; the Greek original saysi "placed in the right relation to God". 
Because before the Fall we, together with the whole creation, were in 
the right relation to God, therefore Scripture teaches that Christ, 
through His death, restored all things to the former right relation to 
God. 

We, then, are redeemed from the guilt of sin; the wrath of God is appeased; 
all creation is again under the bright rays of Mercy, as in the begin - 
ing; yea, in Christ we were justified before we were even born. For do 
not the Scriptures sayi "God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
Himself, not Imputing their trespasses unto them"? This is not the jus- 
tification which we receive by faith, but the one which took place before 
all faith. - And Rom 5«18» "As by the offense of one judgment came upon 
all men to condemnation, even so by the righteousness of One the free 
gift came upon all men unto justification of life". That is the great 
absolution which took place in the resurrection of Christ. For as the 
Father, for our sake, condemned His dear Son as the greatest of all sin- 
ners by causing Him to suffer the punishment of the transgressors, even 
so did He publicly absolve Him from the sins of the world when He raised 
Him up from the dead. And us in Him. Therefore Scripture say3 that Christ 
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"was raised for our justification ." 3 

Walther had only the highest praise for Preuss' book (Preuss was still a professor 
in Berlin at this time). He wrote in "Lehre und Wehre" in I869 that this book "is 
without doubt the most excellent that has been written concerning justification in 
this century. "**■*+. And even though Preuss himself, in St. ^ouis in 1869 one step a- 
head of the German police and given a position at Concordia Seminary, repudiated 
the biblical truth he so beautifully expressed and joined the Roman Catholic Church 
in 1872 shortly after the second edition of his work was issued, his book remains 
a gem every pastor should have in his library. To quote "Lehre und Wehre" of 1870, 
"Brothers of Missouri, of Ohio, of Wisconsin! indeed, all Lutheran pastorsi Buy 
this book! You won't regret the money, even if you have to spend your last cent to 
buy itl"*5 

In 18?0 Walther' s first book of sermonS appeared, hi s Amerlkanische-Lutherlsche 
Evansellen Postille , and in it his Easter Sunday sermon proclaimed the truth of ob- 
jective justification* the world's absolution. Speaking of the great comfort to be 
found in Christ's resurrection, Walther saldi 

Tell me, who was, therefore, justified in him? Who was declared to be 
pure and guiltless in him? None other than we men! Nione other than 
the whole world! . . . His life is our HfPI his pardon , our pardonj 
his justification, our justification . . 

What is the great comfort that lies In Christ's resurrection? Walther assured his 
hearers t "It Is the absolution which God himself has spoken over all men, all sin- 
ners; in a word, all the world, and has sealed it in the most marvelous way. "^7 In 
part two of his sermon, Walther stressed the necessity of fatth to truly enjoy the 
blessings of this comfort, but he makes it clear that the reality of the basis for 
this comfort Is certain 1 

You have heard that the comfort of Christ's resurrection stands in this, 
that God thereby — namely, in Christ — has already pardoned the whole world, 
absolved and justified it| that is, already in Christ's person has awarded 
it the forgiveness of sins and has declared it righteous. . . What must a 
man do if he wants to enjoy the great comfort of Christ 1 s resurrection? 
The answer is thisi He must accept the justification and pardon of God 
awarded by God himself to the whole world in Christ's resurrection, there- 
fore, also awarded to himi or, In a word, he must believe it! There Is 
nothing else he can or dare do.^8a 

Walther would come out with other popular sermon books, and you can expect to find 
the same theme in the Easter sections. In his Lutherische Brosamen ("Lutheran 
Crumbs") of I876 we have the theme 1 "Christ's Glorious Resurrection from the Deadi 
The Actual Absolution of the Entire Sinful Word." and in his Epistls-Fostille of 
1882, "How Christ Himself, through His Resurrection, has been Justified for the 
Whole World," joined by, "That the Resurrection of Christ is the Completely Valid 
Justification of All Men." Anyone who would deny Walther' s adherence to the doc- 
trine of objective justification would tear the heart out of his entire ministry. 

Late 1870 also marked another stage of the absolution—now,, fully y -the justification- 
controversy, as other bodies began to take sides publicly. The Missouri and Ohio 
Synods did this chiefly by giving Schmidt room to speak in their publications. The 
Augustana Synod found its special friend and ally in Gottfried Leonhard Wilhelm 
Frltschel (I836-I889) of the Iowa Synod. 

The November 1, 1870, "Lutheran Standard" of Ohio carried an article by Schmidt, 
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previously quoted, entitled, "A Controversy among Lutherans about Justification 
and Absolution." It would appear auf deutsch in "Lehre und Wehre" the following 
May. Bringing the English reader up to date, Schmidt reports the latest develop- 
ment among the Augustana Synod in this matter. Referring to a conference held be- 
tween it and a Norwegian Synod pastor (Glaus Lauritz Clausen, 1820-1892), who had 
withdrawn in 1868 over the issue of slavery, Schmidt provides an extended quote 
from the October 1, 1870, "Kirkelig Maanedstldende" . I quote it here in full for 
three reasons i l) It clearly shows the contemporary issue involved In the matter 
of objective justification! 2) It shows how the same passages were used then as 
were cited at the beginning of this paper i and 3) *t cites some evidence of other 
theologians in the past on this matter. 

Our readers will be aware that the remarks of Prof. Weenaas (August 
Weenaas, 1835-1924, then at Augsburg Seminary) and Past. Gjoldaker are 
directed against the pastors of our Synod, on whose part the term "Jus- 
tification of the world in Christ" has been used and defended as legiti- 
mate. But, on the other hand, we have never omitted to give an accurate 
and thorough explanation as to the meaning in which the term has been 
used, and the Scripture texts upon which we have based its legitimacy 
(namely, Rom 5,19, and 2 Cor 5,19.) A lengthy eycposlton of our stand- 
point we certainly need not give here, especially for the reason that 
our opponents have wisely avoided to touch our main arguments. Those 
who may wish for a more lengthy discussion of the matter we refer to 
former articles, especially that on page 35^ *c- of our last year's 
volume. However, we cannot omit giving a brief statement of our po- 
sition in regard to this question. We do not say that one must neces- 
sarily always use this very expression i "the world is justified in 
Christ," in order to give an accurate and legitimate explanation of 
the satisfaction of Christ for the sins of the whole world and the sal- 
vation and redemption of all men in Hlmi for we know very well that 
this article of faith can be fully and correctly explained and pro- 
pounded in other words also. Nor do we say that no one who uses the 
terms defended by us can understand them in a false and unscriptural 
sense; for it might certainly happen that in using them some one meant 
to say that all men also are in personal possession and enjoyment of 
righteousness merely by virtue of Christ's redemption, as Methodists 
for Instance teach that infants are saved without faith merely through 
the redemption of Christ. But what we do assert is this, that the ex- 
pression "the justification of the world In Christ" can be used in an 
orthodox sense, and that it must be permitted us to use It thus on ac- 
count of the mode of expression found in Scripture itself. 

One question is; How does a poor sinner fcecome righteous in the sight 
of God? and a different question isi What is the import of Christ's 
vicarious suffering and satisfaction for the whole world? To the first 
question we reply, that the individual sinner is (personally) justified 
through faith alone, when he bv faith in Christ appropriates to him- 
self as his own the righteousness which Christ has purchased for him. 
In this sense, therefore, not the whole world is justified in the sight 
of God, but only believers , because these alone have embraced and ap- 
propriated the merit of Christ unto their personal justification in the 
judgment of God. To the second question we reply, that the Scriptures, 
besides other expressions of which it makes use in order to explain 
the import' of Christ's satisfaction, also employs these i "As by one man's 
disobedience (the) many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one 
shall (the) many be made righeous." (Rom 5,19) The entire connection 
of this text from verse 15 shows that St. Paul intended to set forth 
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the extension of Christ's redemption over all men. Again and again he 
compares the restoration In Christ with the fall in Adam and asserts the 
sameness of their extension and universality. Adam and Christ are the 
two chief characters in whom something is come over all men , namely, in 
Adam judgment unto condemnation, in Christ the free gift unto justifi- 
cation of life. The work of both has an equally universal significance 
and validity. 

But as not all men are personally condemned, because "condemnation is come 
upon all men," so neither do all become actually and personally justified, 
because justification through the work of Christ "lsj^ome upon all" (as Luth- 
er and older Danish bibles translate). No one Is condemned unto eternal 
death save he who Is found in Adam, i.e., in his sins, without faith in 
Christ; for "there is no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus" 
(Rom 8,1). No one is justified unto life eternal save he who is found 
in Christ, I.e. "not having his own righteousness, which Is of the law, 
but that which is through the faith of Christ, the righteousness which 
is of God by faith" (Phil 3,9.) And as little as the fact that not all 
men are actually condemned, annuls the truth that condemnation Is never- 
theless come upon all men, so little can the fact that not all men em- 
brace the righteousness of Christ and through faith in Him become person- 
ally justified, annul or repeal the truth that justification of life is 
nevertheless come upon all men. For as true as it is that Christ has 
borne the sins of the whole world as our surety and representative, just 
so true is it also that in His resurrection the righteousness of the whole 
world has been brought to light again. And as true as this is that "if 
one died for all, then were all dead" (2 Cor 5,1^) ; just so true must 
this also be, that if one was justified for all, then were all justi- 
fied. And was not Christ justified for all? (l Tim 3»l6).~ But when our 
opponents say that church-language prohibits or is against the expression 
defended by us, we have not been able to find it so. We know very well 
that not only in the Scriptures themselves, but also in other books of in- 
struction and edification, the term "justify", in by far the most Instances, 
comes to be used in respect of personal justification, or that of the in- 
dividual sinner, and the same thing is no doubt the case with our own 
sermons and other instruction. But we ask, has church-language ever 
prohibited or declared Itself against this, that, when the Import of 
Christ's death and resurrection is set forth, among other expressions 
also those in question are employed? By no means! As proof of the 
fact that these very expressions are really found thus used by our or- 
thodox old teachers, we adduce the following evidence i Joh Qulstorp . . • 
(quoted earlier from a previous article, p. 23) . • . —John Gerhard , 
since Luther and Chemnitz doubtless the greatest theologian our Church 
has had (died 1637 as Professor at Jena), says in his Commentary on Rom 
^,25« "As God has punished our sins in Christ, because they were laid 
uppn Him and imputed unto Him as our surety, thus' He likewise has, by 
falsing Him from the dead, by this very deed ( ipso facto )absolved Him 
from our sins that were imputed unto Him, and hence He has also absolved 
us in Him. 1 Cor 15,17l 2 C r 5i21j Eph 2,5; Col 2, 12-13; 1 Pet 1,3." 
— Godfrey Qlearlus (died 1715 as Professor at Lelpslc) says In a treatise 
on Christ's Resurrection i "That Christ has paid for us what He had 
pledged Himself to pay, and that His payment was sufficient, His resur- 
rection has demonstrated, since it shows th t our surety has been ab- 
solved, the obligation which He had assumed having been annulled by 
His satisfaction, and hence we are together with Him justified in the 
judgment of God. From this results the voice of faith i Who Is he that 
condemneth, It is Christ that died, yea, rather, that is risen again 
(Rom 8,3^) — John Jac. Rambach , who is doubtless known to many of our 
readers as the author of an edifying exposition of the sufferings of 
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Ghrist (died 1735 as Professor at Giessen), says In a sermon on third 
Easter dayi "Since Christ as the second Adam, has represented the entire 
human race inlthe judgement of God, it follows that in His person also 
the whole human race has been justified and absolved from sin and the 
curse. As that judgment unto condemnation which was rendered in regard 
to Adam has concerned us also together with Him, because Adam represented 
us all inHhe -sight, of- flodp so also that absolution or acquittal from 
the sentence of condemnation which took place in the resurrection of 
Ghrist, has concerned us all together with Him, because Christ like- 
wise represented us all and acted our part before God. As by the of- 
fence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation, even so by the 
righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification 
of life. If Paul can sayi 'If one died for all, then were all dead,' 
or, then all are looked upon as such that have suffered their due, then 
we may and must also draw the same Inference from the resurrection of 
Christ i If one, who represented all the rest, is raised again from the 
dead, then were all raised. For God has quickened us together with 
Christ and raised us up together. Buttf we are raised up together 
with Christ, then we are also justified together^ith Him and acquitted 
of the sentence of condemnation. In thefjudgment of God this matter is 
decided already and is all right. What is necessary now, is that the 
sinner by faith reaches his hand forth and includes himself also in 
this justification of the Mediator." — In the same strain Rambach 
explains this subject in his Commentary on Rom k,25>— Prom these tes- 
timonies already our readers will be enabled to judge whether it be 
true that churchly language does not permit speaking of the justifi- 
cation of the world in Christ. Would it not be much better that our 
opponents, if they see fit to give us lntructions in regard to what 
is church -language and what is not, would make the matter a subject of 
earnest study first, so that they mayjknow something certain about the 
thing which they say or whereof they affirm. 4 ^" 

Schmidt concluded his article by remarking that President Hasselquist of the 
Augustana Synod had moved that the General Council discuss the doctrine of Justifi- 
cation at its next convention. As the same topic would be the chief matter before 
the first convention of the Synodical Conference in 1872, Thesis IV, as discussed 
and adopted by the General Council, should be sufficient to present its position i 

IV. We are justified through faith, when we believe that Christ hath 
suffered for us , and that for His sake we are received into God's 
favor, our sins forgiven, and righteousness and eternal life granted 
unto us. (Aug. Con. iv. 2.)(Note» the "when" is in the Augabtong Con- 
fession, and we certainly have no quarrel with It except when it is 
stressed, as it is here, in opposition to objective justification. The 
context here, of course, is subjective justification.) 

DR. KBAUTH. The distinctive object of this thesis is to point out the 
time of justification. Most of the theses contain an Italicized portion. 
This portion makes the distinctive point of the thesis. 

The time is here stated over against two errors. One that we are, so to 
speak, in a justified .condition, in advance of any act of faith on our 
part; that man in virtue of Christ's work is, ipso facto , a justified 
person; that everyone born is justified, untlljby some act he casts him- 
self from this condition. (This was naturally not the teaching of the 
Norwegian Synod, although some present maintained that they believed 
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it was.) 

. . . Qn the theory that the whole world was justified 

in the death of Christ, the whole pagan world has been justified, as 
well as all who are yet to be born. It is a wretched confusion of a 
provision with its application. It cuts our Confession short, stopping 
with "through faith," in the article I "We are justified, obtain for- 
giveness of sins, and become righteous before God, freely out of grace, 
for Christ's sake." It is indeed wonderful how completely our Confes- 
sion has anticipated so many errors. This very error is fully met, 
though an error which had not yet arisen. The Confession reads, "We 
are justified" —not before we were born, not when we were born, not 
when we hear the Gospel, but, "when we believe that Christ hath suf- 
fered for us." 49 

It Is clear from the above that the General Council came in on the side of the 
Augustana Synod, which was only natural, considering the close connection the Nor- 
wegian Synod had with the Missouri Synod. Just as it was also natural that the Nor- 
wegian Synod should now, in 1871, come under the scathing judgment of the Iowa Syn- 
od via Gottfried Fritschel. 



Gottfried Frltschel 

The Iowa Synod was organized In 1854 by "Lohe" men, in some respects a "buffer" be- 
tween the Buffalo and Missouri Synods. Chief among their theologians were Conrad 
Slgmund Frltschel (1833-1 900), one of the founders of the Synod, and his younger 
brother Gottfried, It was Gottfried who handled the attack on the Norwegian Syn- 
od — and through them, Missouri. His first open attack on the Norwegian Synod came in 
January, of 1871, prompted by Schmidt's English article the previous November. 
Among other things, Fritschel stresses the difference between reconciliation and 
justification, but perhaps the best summary of his understanding of the matter is 
found in his conclusion 1 

When on the part of the Norwegian Synod a universal justification is 
taught — a justification of all men^ithout distinction, of Judas and 
all unbelievers as well» when it is said that God, "in his heart, "in ' 
the "objective justification," by his verdict, has declared all men, 
believers and unbelievers, righteous? when it is taught that then, 
when a man in repentance and faith turns to God, an objective act of 
God, an objective process .doesn' t take place , a "declaration of right-' 
eousness' , but merely a subjective process in men, an acceptance of a 
centuries-and-millenia-old, previously effected, unconditional "decla- 
ration of righteousness" on the part of Godj when the divine action is 
struck out of the act of justification and only the human is left re- 
maining} when herein no further action of God is acknowledged than this, 
that he kindles faith in the hearts of mem when justification, about 
which the Lutheran Church says that it takes place in the life of the 
individual person, is no longer taught as an occurance extra hominem t 
when here "to be justified" no longer means "to be declared righteous," 
justum pronuntiari , but merely to appropriate something subjectively! 
and, when, in consequent extension of the doctrine of the universal 
justification of all men — even Judas and all unbelievers — it is fur- 
ther taught that God in his Gospel not only offers and holds out to 
all men the forgiveness of sins, but also "gives, presents and imparts 

that which is announced to all, whether they believe it or notj" 

then the Augustana Synod and the smaller Norwegian Synod (apparently 
the Conference of the Norwegian-Danish Ev. Luth. Church in America, 
which peacefully separated from the Swedes in the Augustana Synod ifl WK>) 
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standing with them on the same doctrinal foundation, not only have a 
right but also a sacred duty to register an earnest protest against 
this apostasy from the Lutheran doctrine of justification. (They 
have the sacred duty) to hold fast to the doctrine which they cite, 
the doctrine clearly attested to hy the Holy Scriptures and unani- 
mously confessed by the Lutheran Ghurchi That, indeed, in Christ the 
whole world is reconciled with God and forgiveness of sins is acquired 
for all men without exception! but that only those will be justified 
who have faith in Jesus Christ, while those who do not believe in Je- 
sus remain under God's wrath. And (likewise, our doctrine is) this, 
that it is only then, and not until then, when a man grasps Christ's 
merits in faith, that he will be declared righteous by God, which jus- 
tification is not a subjective occurance in the heart of men, but an 
objective act of God ( actus forensls extra hominem ).^ 

What can we say about Frltschel's summary? It shows that he was not fully aware . 
of the facts involved. It also shows a failure on his part to understand the con- 
cept of objective justification because of a failure to properly divide Law and 
Gospel— a failing still present among the opponents of this doctrine today. Other 
criticism and answers to his remarks will be found in what followB. 

In April Fritschel published "Another Word about the Doctrine of Justification," 
sumitted to the Iowa Synod's "Theologische Monatshefte" by someone who signed him- 
self Interpres ("Mediator"). Interpres did his best to set Fritschel straight. 
First, he defended the Norwegian (and, originally, Missourian) expression, "gives, 
presents and imparts." While admitting that this language can be misunderstood, 
he emphasised that in the context of the controversy it is used simply to emphati- 
cally state that the essence and content of the Gospel is the same for all who 
hear It. 

As for Frltschel's charge that the teaching of objective justification robbed "sub- 
jective" justification of its forensic nature on God's part, Interpres said that 
this is either due to the fact that Fritschel didn't sit down and study the ease 
carefully, or he simply wanted to use this controversy as an opportunity, to take 
some shots at the Missouri Synod. Quoting a Norwegian article of I869 In which It 
is specifically said that both objective and subjective justification are judicial 
acts of God, Interpres considers this saplentl sat to close the matter. It is this 
writer (Schmidt? — I don't know but It sounds like him), Interpres . who allows that 
Judas, too, objectively , "in Christ, has become a child of God and an heir of heaven. 
However, since he did not receive what Jesus had so dearly acquired for hia in true 
faith, but despised it, he thus did not benefit from it."* 1 

Frltschel's reply to Interpres appeared In November, He simply makes the same charges 
he made before — only with greater force. Does It make any difference to him that 
the Norwegians clearly say that they understand both subjective and objective jus- 
tification to be forensic acts of God? As far as Fritschel is concerned, if justi- 
fication, God's verdict of righteousness, has occurred before faith, then it can't 
possible occur at the moment of faith. Therefore, the Norwegians must be wrong. 
He writest 

In consequence of the fact that in Jesus Christ's work of redemption 
forgiveness of sins, life and salvation have been acquired for all men, 
God allows forgiveness of sins and justification to be offered to all 
men again and again in the Gospels but justification is not effected , 
the individual is not declared righteous in God's court, until faith 
is worked in his heart, 52 
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Fritschel also wrote i 

Overagalnst the doctrine of the "unconditional Gospel," and of the 
unconditional impartatlon of the forgiveness of sins, we confess as 
our evangelical faith that God earnestly desires to forgive all men 
their sins; that he earnestly offers the sane to all who hear the 
Gospel j but he only actually forgives those who accept It in repen - 
tance and faith . 3 j 

Did Fritschel truly understand the Norwegian position? Yes — and no. Take the fol- 
lowing an an example. 

What shall we say in view of what is said by the Missouri-Norwegian 
doctrine i "Bach Individual man, whether he believes or not, has been 
pardoned and justified by God in his court, and is viewed by God as 
just and holy"? To each godless man, who persistently and wilfully 
remains in his impenitence, to each hypocrite, one can cry out! "0 
impenitent one, your sins are forgiven! True, if you don't appropri- 
ate it, you have no benefit from it and you can't enjoy itj but God 
in his court views you as pardoned and just. You are? -although you 
don't believe but serve the devil instead, nevertheless— objectively 
—his child. He doesn't Impute a smidgen of your sins to you. There- 
fore God in his court looks on you as if you truly had no sins and as 
if you have^ fulfil led the whole law, even though you do not believe 
in Christ.-* - 

Here we find the essence of objective justification reduced to a logical absurdity | 
an absurdity simply because God's Word also tells me I am never to bring the com- 
fort of the Gospel to someone I know is wilfully and persistently impenltant. 
This person is to hear the Law, and the Law alone, and only the Law, as if the 
Gospel did not exist. But in Fritschel' s remarks above the real heart of the en- 
tire controversy about absolution and the GoBpel does lie. What if such a. godless 
person as he describes does hear the Gospel? Does his unbelief make that message 
mere empty words > in actuality, then, make God into a liar? His unbelief may de- 
prive him of the benefits of Christ's life and death and resurrection, but their 
validity for the whole world — and so for him — remain! What the Gospel proclaims is 
true. If only he would believe it so he could rejoice in it and not condemn him- 
self to hell by his own unbelief! 

Doesn't Fritschel' s case here clearly show that thejreal problem for those who won't 
accept the truth of objective justification lies in the conflict of human reason 
when it has to deal with both Law and Gospel? If one is not willing to keep his hu- 
man reason in humble submission to God's Word when he hears the Gospel in its pur- 
est form and the Law in its purest form, then either the Law or the Gospel will suf- 
fer. One must either become a true universalist (or strict Calvinist) — as the op- 
ponents of objective justification charge those who hold it; or one must become a 
synergist in a lesser or greater degree. And so we who strive to keep the Law the 
Law and the Gospel the Gospel and preach both with all their force must continue to 
carry the same cross today that our fathers in the faith carried before us, even if 
it brings down the wrath of those whose human reason Insists on being satisfied by 
some logical system regardless of how it may contradict God's Word. 

The following is Fritschel' s summary of his conception of this " mlssourlsch-norwe^ - 
ische Lchre ". a summary he would reprint 1? years later, at that time directed at 
Missouri alone. 

The Missouri-Norwegian Doctrine confuses reconciliation and justl- 
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fication and declares both identical. The Church's doctrine divides 
both as two wholly separate, diverse acts. 

The Missouri-Norwegian doctrine rips justification into two"aets, 
separated by hundreds and thousands of years » an objective act in God 
and a separate, subjective aot in men; Church doctrine holds the objec- 
tive act of God and the subjective reception of men together in one 
temporal, concurrent act. 

The Hissouri-Ndweglan doctrine strikes the actus forensis , the par- 
doning verdict of God, from the events that occur when a man becomes 
a believer j Church doctrine is that this actus forensis . the absolving 
verdict of God, the declaration of righteousness on God's part, is the 
essential impetus and the chief matter on which everything depends. 

The Missouri -Norwegian doctrine teaches a justification of all men 
without exception; Church doctrine only knows a justification of believers. 

The Missouri-Norwegian doctrine teaches a justification without faith; 
Church doctrine a justification through faith. 

The Missouri-Norwegian doctrine teaches a justification before faith; 
Church doctrine a justification in consequence of faith. 

The Missouri -Norwegian doctrine teaches that each godless person is 
justified, has received the forgiveness of sins, and is (objectively) a 
child of God; Church doctrine teaches that we become God's children through 
faith and that only believers will be declared just in God's court. 

The Missouri-Norwegian doctrine teaches that unbelievers are also un- 
conditionally excluded from God's wrath over original and actual sins — this 
wrath actually doesn't exist any morel Church doctrine teaches that whoever 
Is not implanted in Christ through faith is by nature a child of wrath and 
God '8 wrath remains over him.^5 

What can we say to all this? Again we see the confusion of Law and Gospel. In 
almost every case, the true mlssourisch-norwegische Lehre includes both proposi- 
tions which Pritschel contrasts with each other. What can we learn from Frit- 
schel's summary for our own selves as we strive to expound and explain the doc- 
trine of objective justification today? 

First of all, we can be careful to preserve the definite forensic nature of sub- 
jective justification when we compare it with objective justification. Subjective 
justification is not merely the sinner's own justification of himself in his own 
mind, nor Is It simply identical with a sinner's conversion although the two are 
Inseparably joined together in much the same way that reconciliation and objective 
justification are. Here a stat%ent made by Henry P. Hamann Jr., which appeared in 
Concordia Theological Monthly in 1958. is apropos . While he readily confesses that 
Paul teaches "that justification 13 complete before there Is such a thing as faith ," 
he also writes! 

This fact of Paul's teaching has been known, particularly in the theo- 
logical literature of "Missouri Lutherans," as objective justification. 
The term is not a good one, chiefly for the reason that the counter- 
part to it, subjective justification, If it weans anything, should mean 
a justification that goes on in the believer, a thing no "Missourian" 
.ever held. Subjective justification, the justification of the indivi- 
dual sinner who believes, is every whit as objective as objective justi- 
fication, the pronouncement of forgiveness fdr all men.* 

He goes on to say that whatever terms are used, 

. , . the thing to be substantiated is this, that to St. Paul justi- 
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fication and reconciliation are, to all intents and purposes, the sane, 
and that faith, although It Is also more than this, is, first and fore- 
most, the trusting acceptance of an accomplished fact. Faith does not 
bring it about in any way, it recieves it. Or, to put it in as strong 
a way as possible, justification does not follow faith, it precedes it.-" 

A feeling for the truth that lies in Hamann's observation here, together with chal- 
lenges like Fritschel's, are no doubt part of the reason the terminology "univer- 
sal" and "personal" justification has always been preferred by many to that of "ob- 
jective" and "subjective." But, in any case, the definition of a given term is 
always the deciding factor in determining the truth of the matter presented! not 
the term itself. 

Another thing to keep in mind which will help to Insure that we don't restrict God's 
forensic act simply to objective justification is the fact that we aren't really 
speaking about two, separate and distinct forensic acts here, but, in reality, one 
and the same, viewed from "different angles," as it were. It is obvious that 
finding terms to logically and clearly present what we mean to say is not an easy 
thing to do. Here we can jump ahead some 60 years to Missouri Synod's Theodore 
Edward William Engelder (1865-1949) and to what has to rank as one of the classic 
presentations of the doctrine of objective justification—which every pastor should 
read and have a copy ofl Ohio's Richard Charles Henry Lenski (1864-1936) ridiculed 
the fact that Missouri taught, "This, that on Easter morning God forgave all sins 
to every individual sinner in the world, those then already damned in hell, those 
not vet bom i and that this, an actus simplex , is the only justification there isl"-> 
Engelder replied in July of 1933 (his article continued into August and September 
as well) i 

... We cheerfully admit that the unborn generations were not subjec- 
tively justified on Easter morning. But we do insist that "the objec- 
tive reconciliation covers all men." 

Nor do we draw the line at the damned. St. Peter does not. "Denying 
the Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift destruction," 
2 Pet 2,1. Luther does not. "In the same manner he who does not believe 
that he is loosed and that his sins ace forgiven will later on find that^ 
his sins had now certainly been forgiven; only he would not believe it." . 
(19,946.) What is the ultimate cause of the damnation of the individual? 
Just this i he refused the pardon offered him, the forgiveness of sins 
proclaimed on Easter morning as pertaining to all. The paragraph under 
discussion (Lenski 1 s article) would stamp as a monstrosity the thought 
that God on Easter morning actually forgave "those then already damned 
in hell." ... The implication is, if we follow the line of argument, 
that the Missourians of necessity must represent God as preaching the 
Gospel in hell. Everybody, of course, knows that the Missourians have 
not, nor are, inclined to embrace the Hades theory. Nor do they tell 
the unbeliever i Be of good cheer; whether you believe or not, all is 
well with you. But this they sayi Those who "were then already damned 
in hell" aire there ftr no other reason than for rejecting the forgiveness 
of their sins, which, because of the universally effective, also retro- 
active, character of the work wrought on Good Friday and Easter morning, 
had been brought to them, too, for instance by Noah's preaching of the 
Gospel. We agree with Dr. Lenski that Christ on Easter morning did not 
descend to hell for the purpose of justifying, subjectively, the damned. 
But on this point we disagree i We say that at Christ's descent into 
hell the spirits in prison, "which sometime were disobedient," realized 
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that they broughtjtheir doom upon themselves by rejecting the forgive- 
ness of sins procured for them by Christ and offered to them in the 
Gospel, 1 Pet 3»19f» In other words I "The objective reconciliation 
covers all men as enemies" and the subjective reconciliation only the 
believers.-'-' 

To the point under discussion in our paper here, Engelder goes on to write i 

Does Missouri teach "that this, an actus simplex , Is the only justi- 
fication there is"? Yes and no. We do not teach that the objective 
justification of Easter morning is the only justification there is 
. . . Missouri teaches that there is a) an objective justification 
and b) a subjective justification. ... He keep the concept of sub- 
jective justification distinct from that of objective justification. 
All the world knows that. 

Are there, then, two justifications* No. There is but one justifica- 
tion. If one wants to put it this wayi "On Easter morning God for- 
gave all sins to every individual sinner in the world, and this is the 
only justification there is," we will, after having submitted the fore- 
going paragraph, unhesitatingly sayi That is correct. We want to 
bring out thereby that the forgiveness of sins which is offered in 
the Gospel to all men is that identical forgiveness which was declared, 
issued, proclaimed, and sealed on Easter morningj that the forgive- 
ness of sins which the individual sinner accepts and appropriates by 
faith Is the one and same forgiveness which God pronounced on Easter 
morning! that the forgiveness of sins which is in effect "prior to all 
faith" does not change its character by reason of faith | that God is 
not moved by the faith of the sinner to grant him a different kind of 
forgiveness; that faith does not achieve forgiveness or move God to 
forgive . In a word, we know of but one forgiveness, gained by Christ, 
deposited in the means of grace, and appropriated by faith . . . "It 
goes on" — the objective justification of Easter morning. It is not re- 
placed or modified in the case of the individual believer by a new sort 
of justification. The faith of the sinner does not effect an addition- 
al change in the disposition of the reconciled God. Not a new pardon 
is made out. What takes place Is that the sinner comes In under the 
old pardon of Easter morning. There Is but one pardon, one sentence of 
justification. 60 

Finally, we must remember that we are dealing with a Gospel matter here that can't 
be placed in conduction with the Law in a way completely satisfying to our human 
reason and logic (although for myself, in the light of Christ' 3 cross, my faith 
has no problem at all with objective justification and the Law). Slipping back 
in time now from 1933 to 1888, Karl Georg St&ckhardt (18^2-1913) concludes in 
his famous article in"Lehre and Wehre ,"( which we will return to again and which 
every pastor should read in its entirety and have in his possession) t 

With our small reason we cannot bring light and clarity into everything, 
Man, wherever he is born, finds himself in the guilt and condemnation 
of Adam. Nevertheless, in Christ the righteousness of life has already 
come for all men. Through the obedience of the one man we are already 
justified and in grace. And yet we rejoice when we are converted and 
come to faith 1 Once I was not in grace, but now I am in grace. This 
matter we cannot solve according to reason. We refrain therefore from 
systematizing justification. What Scripture says concerning justifi- 
cation, that we accept, that we hold fast and allow not one word of it 
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to be apocopated or distorted. And we know that all, also what is said 
concerning general (universal) justification, was written for our com- 
fort and serves our salvation. And when the last encounter comes, in 
that critical moment, when the soul hovers between death and life, between 
heaven and hell, when we feel the complete wretchedness of lost, con- 
demned mankind, then we take refuge in this universal grace, then we take 
comfort in the justification of all men, of all sinners, and draw the 
conclusion that what was done for all men, must certainly be valid also 
for us and is intended for me personally. Thus we still our heart be- 
fore God. 61 

You will have to forgive this apparent break in the close historical progession we 
have followed so far. If nothing else, it serves to demonstrate that what Solomon 
said about things "under the Sun" is also true for the controversies that have bro- 
ken out -concerning the doctrine of objective justification! controversies which 
will continue to break out as long as there are those who will not accept what God 
says in his Ward until it has been bent to conform to their own logical systems of 
thought. The "hue and cry" raised against objective justification — in essence, if 
not in name—in 1888 and 1905 and 1933i at Kokomp, Indiana, in 1979 and at present 
in 1982, is the same raised in 1864 and 1871. We can only pray that God will see 
fit to bless the testimony we make concerning this Gospel truth in the 1980* s 
with greater fruit among its opponents than has been the case in the past. Human 
reason is a very vain, stubborn and determined courtesan, jealous of her praise 
and honor and loathe to give up even one of her suitors. 

IV. The Evangelical - Lutheran Synodlcal Conference of North America. 1872-1888 
The First Convention of the Synod leal Conference 

We now leave the year 1871 and arrive at 1872. In this year the division of those 
who confess the truth of objective justification and those who deny it takes visi- 
ble form as the Ev. Luth. Synodical Conference of North America. We are most in- 
terested in the main essay delivered at the Svnodical Conference's first conven- 
tion. 

In June of 1872, "Lehre und Wehre" prepared its readers for the convention essay by 
printing auf deutsch the "Historical Overview" of the strife between the Norwegian 
and Augustana Synods that had appeared in the "Kirkelig Maanedstidende" in 1867. 
On July 10-16 the first convention of die evan^elisch-lutherlsche Synodel-Confer - 
ena von Nord-Amerlka was held in St. John's Lutheran Church on Vliet Street (Wis- 
consin Synod), Milwaukee. Walther delivered the opening sermon and the delegates 
spent the first part of their time discussing theses drawn up to answer the ques- 
tion! "What is Our Duty toward the English Population of Our Country?" Then, as 
"The Lutheran Standard" reports, " Seven of its sessions were occupied by an ac- 
tive discussion of a series of Theses concerning THE DOCTRINE OF JUSTIFICATION, 
with particular reference to the controversy waged by the Norwegian and Augustana 
Synods." 62 

-fellowtmo 

Fortunately for the resurrection of my college German, I didn't discover the notice 
in"Der Lutheraner" ' s report of the Convention's proceedings until I had plowed 
through the Theses and their discussion in German. "Der Lutheraner" announced that 
the procendings would appear in English in the "Lutheran Standard". But rather 
than make you suffer through ray translation, the following quotes are all from 
the "Standard" * s translation which appeared from November 1, 1872 through January 
15. 1873. The following, then, are the twelve theses on justification which the 
delegates of the Synods present (Ohio, Missouri, Wisconsin, Norwegian, Illinois and 
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Minnesota) discussed and "had the joy to see that also in these matters complete 
unitv existed among the Synods in their standing alliances. "*>3n(At i* 8 * the Wiscon- 
sin Synod comes into the picture! Our men present as voting delegates i vMjre Syn od 
president, Johann Bading (1824-1913) j Professor August Friedrlch ErnstS president 
of Northwestern College ; pastor Guatav Adolf Theodor Felix Honecke (1835-1908) of 
St. Matthew's, Milwaukee (We had closed our seminary in 1870 and would not reopen 
it until 1878); and laymen G. Geiger, D. Kusel and F. Nagel.) The man who wrote 
the theses and led the discussion was none other than the Norwegian Synod's F. A. 
Schmidt 

Thesis 1. The doctrine of Justification is the prime article of 
the Christian faith, the true knowledge and pure proclamation of which 
is of incomparable importance and absolute necessity for individual sal- 
vation and the welfare of the whole Church. 

Thesis 2. By the mercy of God, the Reformation of the Church through 
the instrumentality of Dr. Luther took its rise in a renewed knowledge of 
the pure doctrine of Justification, and in the consequent incorrupt pro- 
clamation of this article of faith. 

Thesis 3. The pure doctrine of Justification, as again conspicuously 
set forth by our Lutheran Church from the Word of God, involves three 
leading points » 1. The doctrine of the universal and perfect redemption 
of the world by Christ j 2. The doctrine of the power and efficacy of the 
means of grace; and 3. The doctrine of faith. 

Thesis 4. As in Adam all men have fallen and passed under the wrath 
of God and everlasting damnation as the punishment of sin, so also in 
Christ, as the second Adam, all men have been truly redeemed from sin, 
death, devil, and hell, and God is truly reconciled to them all. 

Thesis 5. As by the vicarious death of Christ, the guilt of the 
whole world was cancelled, and the punishment thereof was borne; even 
so by the resurrection of Christ, righteousness, life, and salvation 
is restored for the whole world, and in Christ, as the Substitute of 
all mankind, has come upon all men. 

Thesis 6. This grace, forgiveness, righteousness, life and salva- 
tion, again acquired for all men by Christ's redeeming work, God brings to 
man in the means of grace. For the evangelical promise, which is contain- 
ed in the Word of the Gospel and in the Holy Sacraments, is not an empty 
sound or a promise devoid of contents, but a powerful proffering ( Darrelch - 
nng) and presentation ( Schenkung ) of all the gifts, promised by God in the 
same Word of grace. 

Thesis 7. The Gospel is therefore not a mere historical narration 
of the accomplished work of redemption, but rather an effectual declara- 
tion of peace and Divine promise of grace to the world redeemed by Christ, 
and thus always an effectual means of grace, in which God on His part 
brings, proffers, distributes, gives and bestows the forgiveness of 
sins and righteousness acquired by Christ, although all, to whom God 
extends His sincere and gracious call, do not accept this invitation 
of the reconciled God, and thus do not become partakers of the accom- 
panying gifts. 

Thesis 8. Holy Absolution is a proclamation of the Gospel to one 
or more particular persons, who desire the comfort of the Gospel. The 
same is therefore always valid and effectual of itself; for God, through 
the mouth of His minister, therein declares Himself truly reconciled by 
the blood and death of Christ, and on His part communicates the gift of 
forgiveness and Justification to all who receive Absolution, though many 
do not become partakers of the gifts of grace extended in the Gospel on 
account of their unbelief. 

Thesis 9. The only means by which man is put in possession of the 
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grace acquired by Christ and extended in the Word and Sacraments is 
FAITH, which believes the gracious promises of God, and thus appropri- 
ates the gifts of the merits and righteousness of Christ proposed in 
the promise of God, and seeks consolation in the benefits of Christ as 
its Saviour and Destroyer of sin. 

Thesis 10. Accordingly faith in Christ does not justify and save 
because, as an excellent work of man, it acquires a bountiful merit be- 
fore God, and as a satisfaction for sin reconciles Him unto manj but be- 
cause, on man's part, it is the receiving hand which really embraces 
and accepts the treasure of the merits of Christ, forgiveness, righteous- 
ness and salvation, which are offered and presented in the promises of 
the Gospel. Neither does faith justify and save before God, because 
freely, of grace and love, He is willing to account it as a meritori- 
ous work of righteousness and obedience towards God's Wordf but because 
the treasure of the merits of Christ, which even the weakest faith em- 
braces in the promises of the Gospel, really embraces the all-suffi- 
cient satisfaction for all the guilt and punishment of sin, as well as 
the perfect obedience toward all the demands of God's law. 

Thesis 11. Neither by its power does the faith of the individual 
render the Evangelical promises which God pronounces in the Word of the 
Gospel or Absolution really valid, effectual and true; but faith sim- 
ply adheres to the promise of grace and forgiveness asi Divinely true 
and effectual, and -inasmuch as It thus accepts the promises of God, 
it also embraces the gift of righteousness and salvation therein, and 
has what the words declare. 

Thesis 12. When an Individual sinner embraces the promises of the 
Gospel in the Word or Sacraments by faith, and thus appropriates the 
treasure of the merits of Christ unto his justification and salvations 
he is also regarded, accounted, and pronounced of God, in a forensic 
action before the bar of God, as one' who, for his own person, is par- 
taker of the merits and righteousness of Christ unto salvation, and 
thus, by personal possession of the benefits of Christ, is also person- 
ally righteous and an heir of everlasting life. 6^ 

We also quote the following from the discussion that occurred. Under Thesis k.t 

.' j. . What was the resurrection of Christ? It was an act of God in 
which Christ was pronounced righteous, Christ entered into death la- 
den not with His own, but with the sin and unrighteousness of the whole 
world. For the sake of th%e sins He was sentenced and consigned to 
death. When the Father raised Him again He declared that the debt is 
discharged, He is righteous. As therefore Christ was condemned not for 
His own sake, but for the sake of mankind whose sins He bore; so was 
He not justified for His own sake by the resurrection. Mankind how- 
ever was justified, for whose sake He died and rose again. 

The apparently contradictory statements of Scripture, that the world 
is absolved, and that the guilt rests upon unbelievers as long as they 
do not repent, must be solved in this wisej We must distinguish two ways 
in which God views mankind. When He views the world in Christ, He looks 
upon it with infinite lovej but when He bAholds it out of Christ, He can 
no otherwise than behold it with fiery Indignation. Accordingly the 
wrath of God abides upon him who does not believe in Christ, or even 
rejects Him, notwithstanding the fact that God beholds him with eyes 
of love when He beholds him in His Son and considers His atonement i 
even as Scripture says« " God so loved the world , that He gave His On- 
ly-begotten Son." Hence God 13 angry at sinners, and yet loves them, 
and loves them in such wise as to give His Only-begotten Son to die 
for theral Beholding the world in the atonement of His Son, He looks 
upon it as a reconciled world. But when an individual comes and re- 
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fuses this reconciliation, him He can none otherwise behold but in 
flaming Indignation. According to the procuration of salvation, God 
is no longer angry with any man; but according to the appropriation 
thereof, He is angry at every one who is not in Christ . We may say 
that in such wise as the individual is a part of redeemed mankind, 

C, God is not angry with himj but in such wise as he is individually an 
unbeliever, God is angry with him indeed. But here is a profound mys- 
tery. God is without passions, unchangeable, for "Thou art the same." 
Therefore we cannot clearly conceive how God can love the world col- 
lectively, and yet be angry at the sinner individually} but Scripture 
teaches both. Now it is the Lutheran fashion to accept with implicit 
faith what we cannot reconcile. As incomprehensible however as it is, 
it is still by no means self -con trad ictatory . God loves the world and 
hates unbelievers} we must supplement, In a different respect • . . 
Christ has taken the place of the whole world, and atoned for it, God 
in this wise regards the world with delight. But not so out of Christ. 
In this respect His wrath, if it were possible, must be even greater 
after that event. In regard to the question whether it is proper to say, 
The totality of mankind is indeed acquitted, but not individually, It is 
necessary to reply i Through Christ God is reconciled to each and every 
one individually. Judgment must however be pronounced upon every per- 
son Individually, either for his acquittal or condemnation • . • 

... As said before, man cannot get to heaven without conversion, 
change of heart, &c, but he is not saved on account of his change of 
heart, but must come as a poor sinner, appealing to the compassion of 
God by the redemption of Christ. All conceivable stress must be laid 
upon the fact that God's wrath is already turned from all mankind by 
the passion of Christ, and that the Gospel invitation be extended to all, 
Take and accept the proffered grace J It would Indeed be terrifying if 
£a minister were obliged . to think that the wrath of God was still abiding 
upon his congregation! but such not being the case, he can cheerfully 
exclaim, " Be ye reconciled to God! " ... If no change in God's rela- 
tion to man had taken place through the^itonement of Christ, what sense 
would the word "atonlient" convey. We would be obliged to erase it from 
the Bible. As certainly therefore as the BiblB says, "God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto 
themj" just as certainly no wrath can exist in His heart, when he con- 
ceives the world as In Christ. But God also looks about the world and 
beholds how some would rather be descendants of monkeys than embrace 
the atonement of Christ} wherefore the fire of His indignation kindles 
upon them unto the nethermost hell. This is no contradiction. But 
it indeed is a contradiction to affirm that God must be reconciled by 
our faith} for without the fact of God's previous reconciliation no- 
body can obtain faith. 

... In its own nature it (the world) "lieth In wickedness}" but re- 
deemed by Christ, it is reconciled to God. In such wise it is true there 
is no more sin in the world. Christ has taken it away 5 and In such 
wise the whole world is also free from death, the devil, and damnation , 
And this must be preached, and not obscured. The fear that people may 
abuse this doctrine dare not restrain the truth. And this is just what 
keeps back the fanatics from proclaiming it without restriction. They 
imagine that it leads to carnal security. "5 

Under Thesis 5 Is found the following 1 
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This Thesis is added to the former in order to show how the resurrec- 
tion of Christ is the foundation and corner-stone of justification. , 
. . Even many of the clergy do not properly understand the object of 
the resurrection. According to certain Scriptural passages they re- 
gard it as proof of Christ's Divinity and a demonstration of the fact 
and certainty of our own resurrection. But true as this is, it is not 
the chief object. To furnish a mere proof of the former, Christ would 
not have died and risen again j and the latter was sufficiently demon- 
strated by the resurrection of others before Christ. Now the world is 
free from guilt, therefore it can shout victory. This does not con- 
flict with the fact that man is justified by faith j for when we speak 
of faith, we lay stress upon the personal appropriation on the part of 
man, of the righteousness acquired by Christ, and its imputation on the 
part of God. But this would be impossible, if the world had not first 
been justified by the death and resurrection of Christ, and if Christ's 
condemnation in death had not been followed by His absolution in the 
resurrection. 6 <* 

Also under Thesis 5* 

In reference to an inquiry of the Norwegian Synod as to the judgment 
of the Synodical Conference in regard to the charges made by the Iowa 
Synod against the Norwegian Synod's defence of the doctrine of a uni- 
versal justification, Conference replied to this effect i 

This doctrine is positively taught Rom 5,18, and it is therefore not 
only a Biblical doctrine, but also a Biblical expression , that the 
justification of life came upon all men . None but a Calvinistic ex- 
position could explain this passage in such manner as to restrict this 
universal justification to the elect. Therefore older orthodox theolo- 
gians of our Church also speak of the universal justification acquired 
and extended to all. (Here follows the quotes previously citediin this 
paper. It is interesting to note why Schmidt believe more theolo- 
gians of the past did not use the terminology of a "universal justifi- 
cation." He says that , "Our older theologians would have employed 
the term more frequently, (since they believed and taught the thing), 
if Huber (Samuel Huber, 1547-1624) had not coupled universal justifi- 
cation with a universal election . • . Nevertheless no small number 
of undoubtedly sound theologians speak of general justification or 
absolution.") 

. . . The lowans are well aware that the people whom they defend over 
against the Norwegian Synod occupy a false position in regard to the 
doctrine of justification, absolution and the means of graces and thus 
exhibit their spiritual affinity and show how much they care for puri- 
ty of doctrine. Loehe's successor, Doctor Weber , plainly teaches what 
the Norwegians defend, but because he is one of their own, they have 
not a word to say. But when the Norwegians say the same thing, they 
attack them as the most abominable heretics. And what is the heresy, 
after all, which they are able to descry? That Christ bore the sin 
of the whole world, and that the Father raised Him from the dead, they 
are not able to deny; therefore they are obliged to fasten on one or 
two expressions which perhaps may not be fitly chosen. The whole strife 
looks as if it were only calculated to divert the attention of the Church 
from their own faults. For instance, it is utterly Pelagian, when they 
maintain that the final decision in conversion is to be sought in man. 
Thus also in this matter, when G. Frltschel maintains, "In the Gospel 
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God shows the sinner a way of escape, which can redeem hia from death 
and damnation, and bring to pas3 the forgiving of his sins ," — he de- 
nies that justification is already accomplished by Christ, and that 
righteousness already exists. But thus the Bible teaches, and thus 
the Church teaches in the Augsburg Confessloni "Remission of sins 
and justification is apprehended by faith ." "Grace, and forgiveness 
of sins, and justification, are received by faith." The Apology saysi 
" Faith accepts the remission of sins and justification." "Justification 
is a thing freely promised for Christ's sake, wherefore it is always 
accepted before God bv faith alone." 

These passages plainly show that justification must previously exist 
before it can be accepted by faith, and that faith does not bring jus- 
tification to pass, but embraces it as already existing. But if some 
one should affirm that the forgiveness of sins indeed exists, but not 
justification, he would show that he Is a stranger to our Confessions, 
which expressly teach that justification and remission of sins is the 
same thing. "We believe, teach, and confess," says the Formula of Con- 
cord, "that according to the phraseology of the Holy Scriptures, the word 
'to justify', in this article, signifies to absolve, that is, to pronounce 
a sentence of release from sin." Let no^body therefore think this is a 
mere strife about words. No, it involves the maintenance of the most im- 
portant of all matters against the attack of error. Especially In this 
land of sectarianism we must diligently preach the doctrine of univer- 
sal justification, inasmuch as the sects only too plainly show that they 
regard faith as the efficient cause of justification, whereby they de- 
spoil Christ of His glory. For what else is he doing but setting aside 
the nerits of Christ, who affirms that faith justifies for the reason 
that it Imparts power to perform good works, to pray, wrestle - with God, 
&c.? 6 ? 

Under Thesis 7 the following was saidi 

. w . Whoever denies that the Gospel is an Absolution to the world, 
denies the very Gospel itself} for then It is not the "glad tidings" 
but a piece of instruction regarding the way In which we must recon- 
cile God. The Lord says expressly that the Gospel should be preached 
among the nations "as a testimony against theraj" or, as Saint Paul 
says, "a savor of life" unto some, and"a savor of death" t6 others. 
The contrary doctrine always requires faith before the presence of 
the giftf therefore it is a godless doctrine, from which men ought 
to flee with terror. For of what benefit then is all exhortation to 
faithJ Q What are men expected to believe before the existence of the 
gift? 68 

Finally, we offer these remarks from under Thesis 81 

We are true Lutheran ministers only when we arc positively assured 
that the moment we pronounce Absolution, we also loose those pre- 
sent from their sinsj and they are true Lutherans who believe that 
they were verily acquitted by God in that very moment. Let none 
think, If the minister only knew what a character I am, he would 
have surely donied me Absolution, therefore the Absolution does not 
apply to me; but rather., all ought to leave the church perfectly as- 
sured that God has pardoned them of all guilt. This of course presup- 
poses the belief that the world is redeemed, and that Absolution accord- 
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ingly is nothing else but a commun'cation of the fact of that redemp- 
tion accomplished 1800 vears ago, with the admonition, Believe it and 
vou are saved. What wicked people we must be not to believe it! oome 
might think we would thus be obliged to absolve the most wicked char- 
acters ... but Christ's order provides that the holy thing shall not 
be cast before swine. ... we teach that it requires no extraordina- 
ry qualities to absolve men, inasmuch as every man, woman, and child 
can do the like, who only knows how to tell that Jesus died for us. 
For Absolution is not based upon the quality of the speaker, but upon 
the Word of the Gospel and redemption accomplished once for all. . . 

... If some one should affirm that bread is nutritive only when eaten 
bv the hungry, or that medicine possesses healing powers only vrhen 
taken by the sickj the sectarians would perceive the ludlcrousness of 
this assertion at once. It is the same with the Gospel, whether it be 
proclaimed to a person hungering and thirsting after righteousness, or 
to the ungodly. But it is true that bread does not nourish him who 
does not eat its that medicine does not cure him who does not take it; 
and that the Gospel does not comfort him who does not believe it. But 
sectarians ought to see that the power of the Word no more resides in 
man than the nutritive power of bread. The denial of the efficacy of 
the Gospel and Absolution in the case of the impenitent Involves fear- 
ful consequences. It leads to a denial of the perfect redemption of 
the world} since it requires faith as a supplementary work, whose pre- 
sence is necessary to insure the existence of forgiveness in the Gos- 
pel. It leads to the conclusion that Christ's merit is not all-suf- 
ficient. But if so, He is not true God. Neither could we preach the 
Gospel or administer the Sacrament to any one with a good conscience, 
unless we were positively certain that he believed. We should not in- 
deed admit any to the Sacrament without examination and a declaration 
of belief on their part. But whether they speak the truth we cannot 
tells inasmuch as we have no ability to read people's hearts. There- 
fore we must do our office, and positively believe that we truly ab- 
solve. all, though ignorant as to the persons by whom it is appropri- 
ated. 6 ^ 

In view of the above, is it any wonder that this report received suoh a warm re- 
ception? I hope that someday this entire report will see circulation again. Kven 
after 110 years it still reads fresh and powerful because of the Gospel message it 
proclaims I ^ b 

What happened now? In the Iowa Synod's September i "Kirchen-Blatf; Gottfried Frit- 
schel quoted Theses k and 5 and wrote i 

Since representatives of the Norwegian Synod were also present at the 
Synodical Conference, we can hope that on the foundation of these The- 
ses the controversy between both Scandinavian Synods will come to an 
end. 70 

But one wonders if he was aware of the discussion that accompanied the theses 
(or, as suggested in "Lehre und Wehre," he was laying groundwork for an attack on 
the new Synodical Conference), because he says that this will take place only when 
the Norwegians adopt the stand of the Synodical Conference and allow their own er- 
rors to fall, their teaching 



. . . of the unconditional justification of all men and of each indi- 
vidual; that each man is already justified before and apart from faith { 
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and that each Individual man, even Judas, is viewed as righteous in 
God's court and verdict, has received the forgiveness of sins, and has 
become (objectively) a child of God and an heir of heaven. ?1 

Farewell to Schmidt and "auf wiedersehen" to the Norwegian Synod 

The Norwegian Synod quickly published the proceedings concerning Justification in 
a 51 page pamphlet entitled, "Traot No. 4," and In November used the 12 Theses as 
the basis for discussion with the Norwegian-Danish Conference (previously mentioned 
as separating peacefully from the Augustana Synod In 18?0) at a free conference at 
Hock Prairie, Wisconsin. 

. . , the participants once again foundered on the reef of "justification 
of the world." Men from the Norwegian-Danish Conference maintained that 
no man is justified before he has faith (implied in the teaching of "jus- 
tification of the world" ) , while Synod pastors emphasized that the atone- 
ment of Christ alone (without faith) is the basis for forgiveness. To 
say that faith, as well as the atonement, is the basis of justification 
would mean that man contributes to his salvation. The Conference men 
believed that the doctrine of justification was the basic Issue, whereas 
the Synod men insisted that the doctrine of the atonement was at stake.' 2 

The conference ended with H. A. Preus hurling hls" Banbulle " (bull of excommunication) 
at the Norwegian-Danish Conference, on the basis of Galatians I16-8. 

After the Synod leal Conference Proceedings appeared In iSnglish in the "Lutheran Stan- 
dard," P. A. Schmidt, In the same journal of the Ohio Synod, countered charges 
leveled against the Norwegian Synod by Dr. Joseph Seiss of the General Council In 
his "Lutheran and Missionary" In January of 1873. "The Norwegian Synod Question" 
of Seiss, in which he said that it appeared . that the Synodlcal Conference was- 
being "Synodically catechized" by the Norwegian Synod, was answered by Schmidt's 
" The Lutheran's Assualt upon our Doctrine of Justification." Seiss countered with 
"K Sorry Picture," which opens with the following wordsi 

Rev. Prof. F. A. Schmidt, of St. Louis, in an recent number of The Stan - 
dard , exhibits himself In a sputter of passion bordering on insanity 
over the brief comments of the Lutheran on the Norwegian Synod ques- 
tion in the Synodical Conference. . . we do not remember ever having 
seen in print another such a specimen of harsh and unreasonable male- 
diction. The man raves and squirms as if he were being roasted alive j 
and vet banters and vaunts like a very Goliath of Gath, clad in invisi- 
ble armor from head to foot. We see no reason for answering his gas- 
conade , . . It is a common proverb that the emptiest barrels give out 
the most noise. /Phe grossness of the article and its manifest design 
to Insult and wound puts it quite outside the range of respectful at- 
tention. '3 

This article, in turn, prompted from Schmidt, '"A Sorry Picture' Indeed!" Seiss 
rejoindered with, "That Norwegian Business Again," his last reference to the matter 
as far as I could discover. Schmidt's parting shot was, "'That Norwegian Synod 
Again!' - THE WHOLE SECRET OUT", which appeared after an intervening article en- 
titled, "Universal Justification! Some More Testimonies of Lutheran Theologians." 

As for Seiss himself and objective justification, I don't know if the following was 
his belief in 18?3, but in a series of lectures on the Spistles published in I885 
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the following Is found under his lecture on Romans 6i3-ll. While It is evidence 
for a believe in objective justification.it also seems to indicate a confusion of 
justification and sanctif ication on Seiss' part. when it comes to the question, "Why- 
are we saved?" 

. , . although Christ has won for all men a free justification from the 
sentence of the law, and a status of innocence and freedom in that re- 
spect the same as if they had never sinned at all, they may still perish 
and the world rot down from inherent corruptions. The justification of 
a sinner is not everything unto his salvation. It is one thing, and a 
transcendently great thing— a thing that lies at the base of everything 
else — but It is only in order to our sanctif ication . . . ' 

... But justification Itself needs to be individually appropriated to 
to be of individual avail, Rven f orenslcally. Though humanity as a 
whole now stands justified in and through Christ, that justification 
does not avail for any one Individual's personal standing in the eye 
of the law until it is applied to him and he personally receives and 
takes It . . . the free gift which has come upon all men to justifi- 
cation must be personally appropriated and made one's own, or it is 
all the same as if there had been no Christ, no provided salvation. ° 

We now end the part the Norwegian Synod plays in this paper until we meet the Nor- 
wegian Synod of the American?Lutheran Church (the present Evangelical Lutheran Syn- 
od) raising its voice in protest against Missouri in the 19W s. For the sake of 
information, the following statement ' concerning absolution was officially adopted 
bv the Norwegian Synod, Hauge Synod and the United Norwegian Lutheran Church in 
1912 « "The Absolution itself is always a real and valid absolution of God, al- 
though it does not benefit without faith, and although an unrepentant and unbeliev- 
ing hypocrite does not thus become a partaker of the gift of the forgiveness of 
sins which is declared unto him." ?° By this time the most bitter opponents on 
this question had formed their own body, the Lutheran Free Church {1 BV). 

As for F. A. Schmidt, the last contribution I found from him with regard to this 
matter was an article on absolution that appeared in "Lehre und Wehre" in May of 
187^. In five short years the rest of his life would be wrapped up in his involve- 
ment with the Election Controversy he would precipitate. And so we move on to ob- 
jective justification among Wal&r and his Synod again, with an absence of pointed 
controversy concerning objective justification until the fall of 1888. 



Convention Essays 

As we've already seen, the truth of objective justification, or the world's actual 
absolution proclaimed in Christ's resurrection, was the heart of Walther's theology, 
as it must be for every true theologian, Lutheran or otherwise, ii/alther's essays 
for the Western District conventions of 187^ and 1875. part of his series on the , 
general topic 1 "The Doctrine of the Lutheran Church Alone Gives All Glory to God, 
An Irrefut*ble Proof That Its Doctrine Alone is True," dealt with the subject of 
objective justification. 

In 187^ Waltlier introduced his Fifth Point with these words 1 

In the fifth point we hear how the Lutheran Church gives God all glory 
also In its teaching on the reconciliation and redemption of the human 
race . This teaching is without doubt the crowning glory of all Chrisr- 
tian doctrine, and the triumphant note In the Christian religion. All 
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religions show mankind a way of release from sin's despair, a way to 
salvation and eternal happiness. While all religions, with the exception 
of Christianity, show how man must by his own efforts accomplish hi3 
salvation, the Christian religion on the contrary teaches not only how 
people eventually shall be eternally saved, but that they are already 

saved . Man, according to the Christian faith, is already redeemed, al- 
ready freed from sin and despair, and God is already reconciled with 
him. The Christian religion assures mani You need not redeem yourself 
and reconcile God to yourself. All this Christ has done for you. There 
is nothing left for you to do but te> believe this, that is, accept it." 

In 1875, Walther presented his Sixth Point, concerning, "The Justification of the 
Sinner by Grace Alone Through Faith in Jesus Christ Without Any Merits of Works. 
Under the fifth section, "God does not justify us conditionally," Walther states! 
"We are not reconciled to God when we believe, but we are already redeemed, are 
already reconciled to God, so that we believe. This is also true regarding justi- 
fication. The whole world is already justified in Christ. Faith is not the condi- 
tion under which we are justified but the way and means by which we become partak- 
ers of the justification which God has long ago given us. , V° 

At our own Wisconsin Synod Conventions of 1879 and 1880, an essay was delivered by 
Reinhold Pieper (1850-1920), oldest of the three Pieper brothers. His "Theses Con- 
cerning Justification" were the following » 

I. The word to justify In the Bible always has the meaning, "to 
declare righteous," never, "to transform something sinful with respect 
to its essence into something just through the infusion of a foreign 
righteousness. 

II. The reason why God justifies sinners lies in God alone i It is, 
namely, his grace and mercy for the fallen human race. 

III. However, since God is not only gracious, but also just , the jus- 
tification of sinners would be Impossible if God's righteousness, eternal- 
ly offended by sins, had not received a full satisfaction and their lost 
righteousness had not been acquired for men. 

IV. Christ, the Son of God and the Son of Man, has done both through 
his life and death, and for this reason God Is once again reconciled with 
mankind . 

V. This reconciliation, or, justification, is off erred, presented 
and imparted to men through the Word and the Sacraments. 

VI. The means, by which a man appropriates for himself this righteous- 
ness of Christ, is faith— worked in him by grace through the Word and the 
Sacraments by the Holy Spirit— and faith alonel 

VII. The penitent sinner who has now, in faith, seized the righteous- 
ness which has been prepared for him by God the Father, acquired for him 
by God the Son, and offered and imparted by God the Holy Spirit through 
the Word and Sacraments, is thus deolared righteous by God for the sake of 
the same. 

VIII. Justification has three characteristics in particular i It is, 
namely, l) complete | 2) permanent, or, continuous! 3) certain. 

From the expositon of these theses, the following statements are cited i 

The universality of the justification sealed by the resurrection can 
not be emphasized enough . It is not merely for believers, but for 
all— the godless as well. In Christ all men have a complete reconci- 
liation: the entire world is covered with the forgiveness of sins. 
This is to preach Christ correctly. This makes the hearers anxious 
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to believe* (to hear) that they have already been saved (Eph 2»8). 
The believers already enjoy it, because they believe. The unbeliev- 
ers don't enjoy it, because they don't believe it. Let us therefore 
consider what a glorious ministry we preachers have, and let us deny 
no one this precious treasurel 79 (From the Proceedinfisj of 1879) 

From these verses (Rom k i 24, 25) it is clear that redemption, reconci- 
liation and justification are entirely the same thing. Before God we 
are reconciled with God and just through Christ's redemption. The only 
thing lacking is that justification has not been subjectively conferred 
on the individual . . . 

To the point in the thesis (V), " Recoixci I \«Mo<\ and Justification," it was 
further remarked for elucidation that, while in many cases it is cer- 
tainly true that fttWnciUtion and justification are identical, neverthe- 
less, the Bible does speak of a Justification in a two-fold manner! 
l) that God was reconciled and his wrath was stilled by the presenta- 
tion of the atonement offering. Here, reconciliation and justifica- 
tion are not one and the same. 2) That we are reconciled, (that we) 
were brought into another relationship with God, In this sense recon- 
ciliation and justification are, by all means, one and the same. If 
one speaks of reconciliation injihe first sense, then justification 
is the fruit of reconciliation. 

Schmidt began his attacks against the Missouri Synod on the doctrine of Election 
late in 1879. His attacks went una'swered for almost a whole year, but by the end 
of 1880 the controversy broke in full force. A number of Missouri pastors, among 
them Frederick William Stellhorn (1841-1919), and the Ohio Synod, sided with 
Schmidt, asSmany within his own Norwegian Synod. No doubt a factor in Schmidt's 
"success" in gaining allies in this battle, beyond the "reasonableness" of his 
error, was his migh reputation as a theologian and staunch defender of orthodoxy. 

The Synodical Council discussed the issue in January of 1881 and Missouri adopted 
its "Thirteen Theses" in May of the same year. In September the Ohio Synod with- 
drew from the Synodical Conference. In 1882 the Synodical Conference refused to 
seat Schmidt, elected as a delegate of the Norwegian Synod, resulting in the with- 
drawal of the Norwegian Synod from the Synodical Conference in 1883, primarily 
due to the inner struggle going on within its own ranks between the true Lutherans 
and those who followed Schmidt. Due to Schmidt's influence, the final outcome of 
who would "win" was far from certain at that point. The Norwegians wouldn't be 
back in the Synodical Conference again until 1920, and then only the faithful 
remnant which formed the Norwegian Synod of the American Evangelical Lutheran 
Church in 1918. 

In the same year of 1883, the 400th anniversary of the olrth of Martin Luther, two 
Missouri Synod districts discussed theses on justification. One of them was the 
Nebraska District. Under the direction of a Pastor Biedermann, it considered "The- 
ses Concerning the Justification of Sinful Men Before God According to the Gospel," 
drawn up by Walther. The fact that Biedermann led the discussion no doubt accounts 
for a decidedly un-Waltherlan lack of emphasis on the objective facet of justifica- 
tion.* The eight theses discussed werei 

'tis discussion. 

I. The doctrine of justification Is that doctrine by which the 
Church stands or falls. 

II. The word, "to justify," in the Bible, signifies a judicial action 
of God when the matter concerns the justification of a sinner before God, 
in virtue of which (action) the sinner is regarded as just by God and de- 



46 

Glared (to be) the same. 

III. The cause which moves God to regard sinners as just and to de- 
clare them just are l) his universal grace, and 2) Christ's righteous- 
ness acquired for all men. 

IV. The means through which God offers, confers and seals Christ s 
righteousness to the sinner are these alone i l) God's Word, and 2) 

the Holy Sacraments, 

- i V. The means through which a man appropriates and secures Christ's 
righteousness to himself is faith alone, which the Holy Spirit works in 
him through the Word of the Gospel. 

VI. The consequences of Justification arei l) the peace of God, 2) 
Christian freedom, 3) sanctif ioation, and k) the hope of eternal life. 

VII. The characteristics of justification are« l) that it doesn't oc- 
cur again and again, but in an Instant j 2) that it is complete; 3) 
that it is the same for all who are justified j k) that it lasts | 5) 

that it can be lost again j 6) that it can be acquired again. (Notei 
it is obvious that this thesi6 deals with the subjective and personal 
aspects of justification.) 
VIII. The ultimate goal of justification isi l) man's salvation, and 

2) God's glory. 

In the same year, what has to be:. considered a classic treatment of justification 
was presented to the Southern District of the Missouri Synod by the man who would 
take Schmidt's place as the ardent "public defender" of objective justification in 
the years ahead. He was a product of Northwestern "University" in Watertown and a 
pastor in the Wisconsin Synod from 1875-1378, one of Walther's students at Concor- 
dia Seminary and the man who would become Walther's successor as the visible head 
of Lutheran orthodoxy, if I may be allowed this expression. At the time he present 
ed his"Theses Concerning the Doctrine of Justification," Professor Franz August 
Otto Pieper ( 1852-1931) was one month short of his 31st birthday and had been teach 
ing at Concordia Seminary In St. Louis for 5 years. His gifts as a theologian are 
evident to anyone who reads the discussion of the following theses. Here was a man 
God blessed with the gifts necessary to hold high the torch of his pure Gospel's 
light. 

Pieper led the discussion concerning the following six theses t 

I. All men are sinners by virtue of their natural condition and their 
own works and, for this reason, lie under God's wrath and the judgment of 
damnation. But God has completely reconciled all men to himself through 
Christ: s vicarious work and has justified them de facto in Christ's re- 
surrection from the dead. 

II. God makes this known to men in the Word of the Gospel, that it 
will be believed by the same. Therefore, the Gospel is not an empty 
sound, but a proffering of the forgiveness of sins acquired by Christ 
to all who hear the Gospel. 

III. Since forgiveness of sins through Christ has already been ac- 
quired for every person, and the same is proffered and promised in the 
Word of the Gospel, thus a person is justified before God through faith 
alone, apart from the works of the Law. 

IV. In the article concerning justification through faith, faith 
stands in opposition to every human work. Whoever, therefore, holds 
faith itself to be either entirely or in part a work of man, teaches, 
in expositions which are in every other respect orthodox, no justifi- 
cation by grace for Christ's sake, just as he also teaches no more jusf 
tif ioation through faith. 
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V. For the Christian to be certain of God's grace or his justification — 
which is the same thing— every human work must be excluded from justlfica- 
tion^and Law and Gospel must be carefully separated. 

VI. Indeed, the farther we place works out of sight in the article 
of justification and separate faith from all works, the closer works will 
be found together with faith in a person's behavior. 

For a taste of Pieper's style, we can look at some of the things he said under the- 
sis II. Commenting on the words of the Apology, "Faith reconciles and justifies us 
before God when and at which time we seize the promise through faith," Pleper writes i 

Here one could find a contradiction because now it is said that a man 
is first justified through faith, while } f or the past while, we have 
constantly stressed that God has already reconciled the whole world to 
himself and absolved, or justified, it in his heart, through Christ's 
work, when he accepted the same. There is, however, no contradiction 
here. One must distinguish between the so-called subjective and ob- 
jective justification., This is not a distinction we make, for that 
would be rash. We ought not to take it upon ourselves in spiritual, 
divine matters to give such human doctrinal definitions ( Lehrbestlm - 
mungen). No — God's Word gives both definitions. Objective justifi- 
cation has occurred once for all time when God reconciled mankind to 
himself in Christ some 1900 years ago, and this justification extends 
over all men without exception because Christ vicariously made satis- 
faction for all men, and God has accepted this satisfaction for all men. 
Subjective justification occurs now when men hear the Word of the Gos- 
pel, understand that God is reconciled with them through Christ, and 
believe thisr-that is, rely on it in their heart and use it to comfort 
themselves against the accusations of conscience. That the Holy Bible 
teashas the so-called objective justification, we have, indeed, already 
demonstrated •today. We' will only refer .briefly now to a.-few biblical 
passages. 2 Cor 5» "God was In Christ reconciling the world to himself, 
not counting their sins against them." Here it is said that God at that 
time already, when he reconciled the world to himself In Christ — therefore, 
almost 1900 years ago — did not count the world's sins against it; that is, 
God at that time had already absolved, or justified, the world, because 
"not to impute sins," is, according to the terminology of the Holy Bible, 
nothing less than "to justify," as we see from Rom *H8. 

Further, Horn 5«18, "Consequently, just as the result of one trespass was 
condemnation for all men, so also the result of one act of righteous- 
ness was justification that brings life for all men." Here it Is said 
on the one had that through Adam's sin all men have come under the judg- 
ment of damnation. And in exactly the same way it is also announced that 
through Christ's righteousness justification of life, that is, the judg- 
ment for life, is come upon all men. Here, in words that can't be mis- 
understood, the subject matter is a justification (pardon, 6iKafwTis , ab- 
solution) of all men, which was accomplished through Christ's righteous- 
ness; that is, in this way, that Christ has vicariously achieved a right- 
eousness for mankind and God counts this righteousness to men just as he 
also counts Adam's sin to all men. 

Pleper then stresses the necessity of subjective justification through faith for sal- 
vation. "This is God's will and order. Thus, whoever is not justified through faith 
cannot be saved, although he was completely reconciled through Christ and although 
he was already pardoned of all sins in Christ." -' Pleper concludes this section 
with the following! 
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The Gospel is, Indeed, not a mere instruction of how a person can be- 
come just before God. Rather, it is the pronouncement of the justify- 
ing verdict itself. The Gospel is also not a mere description of the 
persons God might pass as justified, but the proffering of the forgive- 
ness of sins itself. Many have objected i The forgiveness of sins, in- 
deed, occurs through the Gospel directly, but not justif icationl To 
this must be answered i In this case, forgiveness of sin and justifi- 
cation are the same. Absolution is justification, to count as righte- 
ous, as we see from Romans 4i6-8. Our Confession also refers to the 
same, "To obtain and have the forgiveness of sins means the same as to 
become just and pious before God, as Psalm 32 savs, 'Blessed is he, 
whose transgressions are forgiven' (Apol. IV (II))." 

From the fall of 1884 to the fall of 1885, Walther delivered his famous series of 
evening lectures on Law and Gospel. Published later from notes taken during the 
series, it should hardly come as a surprise that in them we find Walther stress- 
ing the objective nature of the Gospel, as well as quoting Luther "On the Keys" 
again (Lecture 18). 



The Death of G. F. W. Walther 

Walther died on May 7, 1887. In the same year Georg Stockhardt, until this time 
only a "guest lecturer and exegete" at Concordia Seminary while serving as pastor 
of Holy Cross in St. Louis, was elected a full-time professor. It is Stockhardt, 
without a doubt the foremost exegetical scholar of .his time, who was now responsi- 
ble for a new peak in the controversy over the doctrine of objective justification, 
this time primarily between Missouri and her former ally, Ohio, who joined the at- 
tack on Missouri begun by Iowa. But before we move on, I feel it's only fitting to 
pay tribute to the memory of C. F. W. Walther. 

Perhaps his name has not played as significant "part in this paper as men like Schmidt 
and Pieper, but these were men Walther taught, and Walther made his influence feltl 
As confessional Lutherans in America, I believe it is safe to say with an article 
that appeared in the"Lutheran Spokesman" in August, 1965 « "We are all descendants 
of one man, C. F. W. Walther. To quote this article furtheri 

Dr. Walther was an outstanding gift. His name must be mentioned with 
men since St. Paul like Augustine, Athanasius, Martin Luther and their 



Everything you and I have learned to treasure, all that was good In 
the Syncdical Conference— its faithfulness to the Gospel, its empha- 
sis on sound doctrine, its hatred for all error, its determination to 
establish Christian day schools, its thorough indoctrination of pas- 
tors, teachers, members T -all this must be credited (humanly speaking) 
to that one man, Walther. Our confessional Lutheran church in America 
was born at Altenburg, Missouri in 1841, when Walther contended for 
the true teaching of the church and ministry. 

His greatness is that he did not build a sect on that point of doctrine. 
Though forced by controversy to contend -for the scriptural teaching on 
church and ministry, yet the salvation of the sinner by the justifica- 
tion of God in Christ remained central in Walther's teaching, preach- 
ing, and writing. He preached the full forgiveness of sins as no one 
had since the monk from Wittenberg. In his controversies with the Buf- 
falo Prussians, and later with the Ohleans in the election controversy, 
he was able to see the heart of the errors and their relationship to the 
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good news, the peace of the sinner. ®? 

. • . The graduates of the first 30 years or so were Walther lan, through 
and through. This created the unity in Missouri, the strong esprit de 
corps. There was consistency in doctrine and in every realm of prac- 
tice. . • 

This Walther army was not only a well drilled army, but had great sub- 
stance, because Walther gave these men more than himself. He stressed 
above all objective justification, that God had proclaimed an Easter 
pardon for every sinner in the world. Therein lay Walther' s greatness, 
his meaning, his success. Prom St. Louis went forth a host of faithful 
Gospel preachers establishing congregations from shore to shore. . . °® 

And, as we shall see, when Missouri's love for this doctrine began to grow cold, 
the Missouri Synod of old disappeared. But now to 1888. 



V. Missouri vs. Iowa and Ohio. 1888-1889 
Missouri 

From March 13i 1888 until May 22, Stockhardt presented the readers of "Der Luther- 
aner" with a popular series of six articles entitled, "Concerning Justification by 
( aus dBm ) Faith". While dealing primarily with subjective justification and making 
no reference to die allgemeine Rechtfertigung by name, the June number of "Lehre 
und Wehre" gave its readers an article by Stockhardt devoted exclusively to this 
subject. This article, whose conclusion we have already quoted, is short (6 pages), 
to the point, and a doctrinal gem of clarity and expression. I would like to 
quote It In its entirety but instead I'll limit myself to a summary of its main 
points, Interspersed with quotes from the translation by Otto F. Stahlke which ap- 
peared in the "Concordia Theological Quarterly, "Vol. 42, No. 2 (1978). 

First, Stockhardt' s introduction! 

Genuine Lutheran theology counts the doctrine of general (Stahlke 's 
consistent translation of allgemelne ) justification among the state- 
ments and treasures of its faith. Lutherans teach and confess that ' 
through Christ's death the entire world of sinners was justified and 
that through Christ's resurrection the justification of the sinful 
world was festively proclaimed. This doctrine of general justification 
is the guarantee and warranty that the central article of justification 
by faith is being kept pure. Whoever holds firmly that God was recon- 
ciled to the world in Christ, and that to sinners in general their sin 
was forgiven, to him the justification which comes from faith remains 
a pure act of the grace of God. Whoever denies general justification 
is justly under suspicion that he is mixing his own work and merit in- 
to the grace of God.°9 

Since pieces of the Bible's theological puzzle don't fit right when this doctrine 
is accepted, most mod'ern theologians, "especially those who call themselves and are 
counted as Lutherans," lay down the following sequence of thought when they treat 
the doctrine of justification! 

God through Christ has reconciled the sinful world with himself through 
the sacrificial death of Christ. That salvation and reconciliation which 
is effected through Christ Jesus, Christ's obedience, suffering, and death. 
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must be definitely distinguished from the actual forgiveness of sins. 
Through this reconciliation God has only made it possible for Himself 
to impart to sinful man further demonstrations of His grace. He has so 
far suppressed His wrath that He further concerns Himself with the sin- 
ners of the world. Reconciliation has opened the way for the possibi- 
lity of the forgiveness of sins, of justification. As a consequence of 
reconciliation God pursues sinners further, calls them through the Gos- 
pel, and seeks to effect their conversion. And when a sinner is con- 
verted and believes on Jesus Christ, then that possibility becomes a 
reality i only then, as far as God is concerned, does it develop into 
justification, forgiveness of sins.°° 

St&ckhardt makes the perceptive observation that for those who reject objective 
justification, "Christ Himself alone, Christ's redemption in contrast to the for- 
giveness of sins, is to them the object of faith."" 1 If I may express his thoughts 
in my own words, these people believe that Jesus iivad and died for them and earned 
forgiveness for them. And because they believe this . God will therefore forgive s 
their sinst 

Thus faith is not only a means, not only a hand which accepts the gift 
of God, but this very accepting and grasping of the merit of Christ 
in an action of man which effects something, which brings into being 
something that was not there before, namely, the forgiveness of sins. 
It is, then, basically a successful performance. In accordance with 
the Biblical concept of merit, it is a meritorious work. And precisely 
thereby the comfort of this justification is built upon sand. When a 
sinful man wants to become certain of this— that God counts him as right- 
eous, that He forgives him his sins— then it does not help him if he looks 
to Christ and to the Gospel. For in Christ, in the Gospel of Christ he 
finds only the possibility of forgiveness of sins or ofljustiflcation. 
Man must then look into his heart to see whether there he finds that 
behavior which translates possibility into reality. And if he is then 
anguiPhed and tortured by his sins under a feeling ofthe wrath of God and 
he does not find that critical point within his inner consciousness, 
when that faith escapes from his feeling and his awareness, then woe, 
then the lifeline escapes and is torn from his hands, then he despairs 
and goes to ruin in spite of all possibilities of salvation. " d 

Again, we see that there Is nothing new in the way of doctrinal controversies under 
the sun, is there? 

As the locus classlcus for this doctrine, Stockhardt cites Romans 5 i 12-21, with 
verses 18 and 19 the summary of the entire section. His exegesis is the same as 
Professor Becker's mentioned earlier. Stbckhardt concludesi 

The Scripture text before us is a clear passage, as clear as sunlight. 
Paul testifies clearly and plainly here that all men who were condemned 
through Adam's sin have.been justified through Christ and that precisely 
because Christ fulfilled all righteousness and rendered obedience all men 
are actually justified, not only potentially. It is a wretched gloss 
when the more recent interpreters comment that the many, "all men," are 
only believers, because St. Paul otherwise ascribes justification to be- 
lievers only. But this idea goes counter to the Scripture in both text 
and context. °3 

Stockhardt also cites 1 John 2»2 along with Romans 5*8-10 to show how Paul uses the 
concepts "reconciliation" and "justification" interchangeably. He states that, 
"Justification is nothing other than the forgiveness of sins," quotes 2 Cor 5*19. 
and concludesi 
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When God through Christ, Christ's death, reconciled the world to Him- 
self, He forgave the sins of the world, of all who belong to the world. 
Thus, It is true of all men that their sins are not imputed to them. All 
sins were actually forgiven to the world, the whole world, when Christ 
died for sinners. It Is a wretched gloss of the interpreters, when they 
transform the forgiveness of sins, then transacted, into the potential 
of a later forgiveness of sins. 9^ 

Stockhardt also shows how Paul harmonizes what he says concerning, objective justifi- 
cation with what he says concerning justification by faith. 

Romans 5»1? saysi "For if by one man's offense death reignBd by one; 
much more they which receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of 
righteousness shall reign In life by one, Jesus Christ." Through the 
obedience of one all men are justified, have received the justification 
unto life. But it is not said that now all, although they all are jus- 
tified, will actually Inherit, enjoy, reign in eternal life. Only those 
who accept, receive, ( kqufldvovTec ) the fullness of grace, the gift of 
righteousness, will reign in eternal life through the one, Jesus Christ. 
This accepting, this receiving, of which the apostle has spoken before . . 
. Is nothing other than faith. . . . Through our faith, then, we for our 
person step within this justifying judgment of God which God has already 
declared over all sinners in general, Into this new relation of grace 
founded through Christ, and are thus accounted righteous before God and 
can declare with joyi Now we have become righteous through faith. Thus 
through faith the general justification becomes a special justification. 
We draw and guide the justifying judgment of God directly upon our head, 
upon our person. Those who do not believe reject Christ and the Gospel, 
though they also have been justified through Christ's obedience. 

... He who believes does not first make reality of something that God 
had only made possible, but recognises and confirms what, on the side 
of God, was long truth and reality. He who does not believe renders Im- 
potent and invalid what was already reality. 

Stockhardt' s conclusion has already been quoted. 



Iowa 

In September and again in November, Iowa's Gottfried Fritschel, Schmidt and the 
Norwegian Synod's foe of 1871, now attacked Stockhardt in two articles that appear- 
ed in the "Theologlsche Monatshef te," "Justification by aith vs. Justification 
without Faith?" and, "What Dr. Philippi (Dr. Friedrich Adolf Phllippl, 1809-1882| 
one of the modern theologians Stockhardt mentioned by name who, although he did 
uphold the scriptural doctrine of inspiration, didn't teach objective justifica- 
tion) Teaches About Justification.'* Fritschel' s position was basically the same 
he maintained In 1871, although new? he also bringsthe Election Controver- 

sy Into the discussion. Like many before him, he doesn't make any attempt to ar- 
gue on the basis of the loci Stockhardt cited. His arguments are those of the lew 
and human reason. His main argument is that if subjective justification is an 
act that occurs in man (with reference to personal faith here), then no forensic 
act on the part of God can be involved. Much of his first article is lifted ver - 
batim from 1871. I offer here the conclusion to his September article, even though 
it is rather lengthy. 



In later times, one will regard with fixed amazement, as an astounding 
event of the church history of our time, how, at that time, hundreds of 
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pastors, "with one charge," hurled themselves behind a single leader 
into the abyssjof the false doctrine of an unconditional predestination. 
He will wear himself out trying to explain the wonder psychologically 
and make his comments, what a consolidation in the "pure doctrine" and 
what a degree of theological learning and seUrreliance must have, indeed, 
existed among them, that" in a jiffy," in a single charge, they allowed 
themselves to fall into such an abyss of this doctrine, one so rejeoted 
by the entire Lutheran Church ; nay, and what is more, which has been al- 
lowed to fall, for the most part, in the Reformed Church. 

And at that time one will also not be able to overcome his amazement how 
it could be possible that among those who always acted as if they naa Lu- 
theran orthodoxy caught and thoroughly impounded — who Issued their whole- 
sale judgment of damnation over all contemporary Lutheran theologians and 
in their paper auto -da -f e scutcher ed all of Germany's Lutheran theologians 
wholesale— the doctrine of .lustlf lcatlo n apart from faith could arise; this 
denial of all Lutheran thinking and all Lutheran beliefs . . . One will 
ask himself with astonishment, how one is to explain that the hundreds of 
these pastors, following as pilgrims, true to their leader, allowed them- 
selves to remain mute and silent, when, for them, justification was 
moved out of the doctrine of justification; the doctrine of justifi - 
cation was thrown out of the third article ; the heart of the doctrine 
of justification (the actus f orensls ) was taken out| the bare shell 
(the act of men, the reception, the personal comfort) alone was allowed 
to remain; and when, thus, the Lutheran concept of justification was 
abandoned— injf act, was damned as false doctrine! 

One will ask himself whether this astonishing occurance is to be explained 
as the result of an indescribable indifference for pure doctrine, since 
the abandonment of the Lutheran doctrine of justification was considered 
such a trifle that no one thought it worthwhile to even take notice of 
it; or if the reason lies In the fact that these "heroes of orthodoxy," 
always ready to anathematize, were so unfamiliar with the ABC's of Lu- 
theran doctrine that they didn't so much as notice in the slightest how 
the Lutheran concept of justification was stolen away from them. 

Well, at least we will raise our voice against this attempt to shove 
the Lutheran concept of justification aside. It shall not be able to 
be said that in the American Lutheran Church no witness was brdght to 
bear against the attempted assassination of the Lutheran doctrine of 
justification , . . 

An unconditional predestination j an unconditional justlf lcationl A pre- 
destination in which no room is left for faith; a justification where 
faith is absent! 

God preserve Lutheran Christians in race from apostasy from the articul - 
us stantls et cadentis ecclesiae . 

Stockhardt's response to Fritschel appeared in March, I889, in a "Lehre und Wehre" 
article entitled, "An Attempted Assassination of the Lutheran Doctrine of Justifi- 
cation." St&ckhardt summarized the two Synod's positions in this wayi 

Missouri teaches that in Christ, with Christ's death and resurrection, 
the entire world is actually and truly absolved and justified; that the 
sins of the entire world are forgiven. And Iowa teaches that through 
Christ's death and resurrection now only the possibility of justifica- 
tion and the forgiveness of sins is established and given; a possibility 
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which will become a reality when the individual has seized Christ and 
his merit in faith. 96 b 

What about Fritschel's charge that Missouri's doctrine of objective justification 
denied that subjective justification was an actus forensis Dei extra hoalnem ? 
Stockhardt wrote i 

The fact is, that when Missouri describes subjective or special justifi- 
cation (or, what one generally simply calls "justification"), the justi- 
fication by faith, it lays stress on that judgment of God extra homlnem ; 
that Missouri knows full well how to distinguish justification and faith j 
that Missouri, with all energy, excludes the old well-known antithesis, 
which explains justification as an occurance within men, as an act of men. y ' 

To the best of my knowledge, St&ckhardt never received a reply from Gottfried Frit 
schel in print or otherwise. Fritschel died on July 13 at the age of 52. But he 
didn't die before he had the chance to see Ohio join his attack on Missouri, in 
both its theological and popular publications. 



In May of 1889, Henry August Allwandt (184-0-191.0) , who left the Missouri Synod in 
1881 to join Ohio, authored an article in Ohio's "Theologische Zeitblatter" entitled, 
"Missouri's Further Apostasy from the Doctrine of the Lutheran Church, "as well as 
an article, "Missouri's Advance into Error," which appeared in the May 15 and June 
1 Lavmen's "Lutherische Kirchenzeitung." 

Two quotes from the first article give a good idea of Allwardt* s position! 

. . . Above all, a denial of the doctrine of justification through faith 
lies in Missouri's doctrine of election. According to the teaching of 
the Bible, neither the forgiveness of sins nor the righteousness which 
is valid before God can be spoken to a man until he believes in Christ 
, . . His transgression Is truly removed through Christ's life and death 
—Christ is the reconciliation for the entire worM's sin — but an unbe- 
liever has no part in Christ, is not in Christ, and is, therefore, al- 
ready judged (John 3 { 18) • . . 

The absolution obtained surreptitiously in this way (by the impenitent) 
is, in and of itself, certainly entirely the same as that spoken over be- 
lievers. However, absolution is never, on that account, a declaration 
that a man is truly found in the state of grace. Rather, it is a cere- 
monial, always valid declaration of God through the mouth of the minis- 
ter that he, then and there, will . . . cancel and truly cancels all 
guilt and punishment only in so far as a man truly believes in Christ 



In this same article, Allwardt promises to challenge Stockhardt 's use of Romans 
5 tl2-21 and 2 Corinthians 5il9 sometime in the future. In the first installment 
of his "popular" article in the "Luth. Kirchenzeitung," Allwardt addresses the is- 
sue of election first and then Stockhardt 's universal justification. In the second 
installment of this article he attacks the teaching of universal justification, 
which he introduced to his readers in the first, the common way: he quotes the 
Law against the Gospel proclaimed in objective justification's well as quotes 
passages that speak of justification by falth > as if by doing so the possibility of 
a justification before faith is automatically ruled out. This argument naturally 
makes faith into something more than a mere "receiving hand" which joyfully ac- 
cepts the fact of justification and forgiveness as already-existent blessings In 
Christ. 



Ohio 
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It is also in this second installment that we finally find his challenge to Stock- 
hardt's use of Romans 5il8-19 (but not 2 Gor 5'19'). Allwardt first states that, "even 
if we could give no answer to the dear professor, we could still revert to the rule 
which St. Paul has established for all Scripture Interpretation in Romans 12 i If a 
man's gift is prophesying, let him use it in proportion to his faith ('analoguous 
to faith')! that is, no individual passage of Scripture should be interpreted in 
such a way that it contradicts the foundation-article of faith and, in general, 
other completely clear passages of Scripture.*' 100 (Andr^of course, the Law tells us 
that all unbelievers are under God's wrath and there are*all the passages that tell 
us we are justified by falthl) 

Allwardt deals with Romans 5 i 12-21 on the basis of his rule stated above. He asserts 
that these verses must not be read in a way that denies the appropriation of justi- 
fication through faith (which, of course, Stockhardt never did). He also writes* 

Besides, in this comparison (the origin of sin together with the conse- 
quent damnation, through Adam, with the origin of righteousness together 
with the consequent pardon, or justification, through Christ) the new 
birth through faith is included. It's just not spoken of expressly. 
Damnation has not come upon all through one man simply due to the fact 
that because Adam sinned all other men would be damned with him, but 
also because we, by birth from Adam, have become partakers of his sin, 
as Paul says in v. 12. Therefore, if we now only take the comparison 
a little further, we will become partakers in the justification of J.^fe 
through the second Adam in no other way than through the new birth. 

But is this what the plain words say? Cf course notl And Allwardt leaves Romans 
5il8,19 untouched. As for Stockhardt's other evidence, Allwardt writesi "Prof. 
Stockhardt also quotes Romans 5«9 and 2 Corinthians 5«19i as well as a few passages 
from Luther. We must, however, break off here and will wait and see whetner he 
maintains his pernicious business further." 

In June's "Lehre und Wehre," under the "Contemporary Church News" section (Klrch - 
llch-Zeltgeschichtllches ) , Franz Pie per had "something new to report." "The Ohio- 
ans are expressly attacking the doctrine of justification as heresy which they had 
confessed with the entire Synodical Conference at its first convention in 1872 . . 
. Will this serve to open the eyes of at least a few of those under the enchantment 
of these lamentable, misguided minds ( Irrge 1 stern ) ? 

In July and August, Stockhardt appeared with, "Yet a Word Concerning Justification." 
He mentions opposition in Germany against Missouri as a result of Frit6chel's" in- 
dictment," but he specifically deals with the charges made by Allwardt. Stockhardt 
spends time referring to the 1872 proceedings of the Synodical Conference, for ob- 
vious reasons. But he also deals with the main issue I Is Missouri's doctrine of 
justlf lea tion( both objective and subjective) ,*S^oj!a or new, Scriptural truth? He 
makes the following points I 

. . . Where Scripture answers the question, "How is a man, a sinner, 
justified before God?" it testifies curtly that a man is justified 
through faith or from faith ( nioxtiu. 6ta ntoxecoc. ex luoxeuc ) • . • 
This is the customary, so to speak, "stereotyped" manner in which the 
Bible and the Church and the Confessions of the Church in accord with 
the Bible speak about justification. l0l+ *- 

But now the question arises, "How is this speech to be understood? How 
is it that faith justifies us before God? What is the correct concept 
of justifying faith ? As true as it may be that faith is indeed a 

good work and a beautiful virtue, it doesn't justifiy for this reasonl 



55 



Faith Is alwavs held In opposition to works. Wo are never justltifed 
A.* it/tmiv l Tho ground for our justification is always God's grace, 

God's love, Christ's grace. Christ's redemptive work, Christ's merit} 

in short, Christ himself . loi+b 

So how does faith justify? 

Faith sfilzes Christ In the Gospel, and at the same time the righteousness 
which counts before God, justification, forgiveness of sins— in this way 
It justifies men before God. The gift of God— righteousness, forgiveness 
—is already present before faith, finished and ready and presented in the 
Word. Faith takes this gift of righteousness. Thus faith justifies. 105 

Stockhardt says that Ohio, following Iowa's example and the theories of the newer 
theologians, 

. . . identify Christ's merit exclusively as the content of the Word and 
the object of faith, and leave the "justification" or "forgiveness of 
sins" to be effected by faith in Christ, so that faith no longer appears 
here as a means but, truly and essentially, as a condition and cause of 
justification . . . This theory . . . fundamentally destroys the comfort 
of justification, so that now the poor sinner can not take take out of 
the Word directly— out of the Gospel— just what he needs above all elsei 
the certainty that his sins are forglvenl Indeed, (if this is true) then 
no one can say, "I believe in the forgiveness of sins." because "to be- 
lieve" means to accept that which is already present. 106 

Stockhardt also gives a quick review of the passages in Scripture which teach ob- 
jective (universal) justification, and says as welli 

We speak and think about this great, important matter .according to 
our human capacity, in this wayi God forgives over and over again 
the same sins which he already forgave long ago. And the Bible speaks 
with us men in a human manner. But the truth is this, an actus sim - 
plex , which we can only picture as a compound act, as a constant repe- 
tition of the same action. It is a continuum in God which is not cut 
into pieces and divied out throughout time, a thought, an Anschauung , 
that in Christ he regards us as godly and just. 10 ' 

. When it comes to objective justification, 

... a dilemma always remains here to our way of thinking. We say, 
according to the Bible, that God loved the world} that God reconciled 
the world and is gracious and has absolved it from sin. And at the 
same time, the Bible testifies that the same world is in a sorry state 
.and lies under (God's) wrath. A person, born and conceived in sin, Is 
[a child of wrath before he comes to faith. Yet, on the other hand, he is 
I also a part of the reconciled world, which God loves, and therefore himself 
Halso reconciled to God and justified by God. This is not contradictory. 
It is a double approach to the same object. The one starting point is 
the world of sinful men viewed in Christ j the other, the same world 
viewed outside of Christ. In Christ, God loves sinners i outside of 
Christ, he's angry with them. One is the judgment of the law upon sin- 
ful men; the other the judgment of the Gospel unpon sinful men. In 
our minds, however, we cannot truly join these two approaches into one. 
We can not comprehend and explain how both exist together In Godi that 
he views the world, and the sinner, in Christ and outside of Christ} 
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that he loves the world in Christ and Is angry with the world outside 
of Christ; that outside of Christ he reckons sins to the world and in 
Christ has forgiven the world its sins. Here we stand before the in- 
comprehensible, unfathomable essence of God . . . 

In the "Lutherische Kirchenzeitung" of August 1, Frederick William Stellhom (l8*U- 
1919), another Missouri "drop-out" of 1881 (and a professor of our own Northwestern 
in Watertown from I869 to 18?'+), wrote 1 

. . . (Christ's) resurrection Is the actual justification of Christ as 
all men'- substitute, and, in this res^pect, it is the justification 
of all men. . . The Apostle can also say in Rom 5«l8i as now through 
one man's sin the judgment of damnation lias come upon all men, therefore 
also through one man's righteousness, the justification of life has 
come upon all men. In this respect one can speak, as, according to our 
interpretation, the Apostle does here, of a universal justification, 
^a justification of all men, since that which Christ had undertaken 
[to accomplish for all men has been actually and truly accomplished 
and, therefore, has also been acknowledged and declared by God. Just 
as now, according to God's own actual judgment, forgiveness of sins, 
life and salvation, for all men without exception, are truly present 
and ready in Christ. 10 9 

Where does he differ from Stockhardt? Stockhardt would say that this doesn't mean 
that the individual sinner personally enjoys or possesses the blessings of this 
righteousness of Christ and the forgiveness of sins, but that— objectively— it 
could still be said that, according to God's judgment, the individual has been actu - 
ally , not merely potentially , justified. But Stellhom argues that he doesn't mean 
to say with his words here that every person, as he is by nature, "is regarded by 
God as actually righteous." Why? "Because then it would necessarily follow that 
every man, without exception, would also be saved and enter heaven, and nbither the 
preaching of Law and Gospel nor repentance and faith would be necessary." 1 

Then, as now, words like these must have been enough to make Stockhardt and those 
who shared his faith want to scream. It would be nice to dismiss it all as simply 
a quarrel over words, nothing more than a matter of semantics, but so much more is 
at stake! 

The November "Theologische Zeitbl&tter" carried Allwardt's answer to Stockhardt, 
under the same titlo Stockhardt chose, " Noch eln Wort uber der Rechtf ertlgung ." 
Allwardt didn't make good his promise to show how Stockhardt had interpreted 2 Cor 
5:19 Incorrectly, (in fact, to my knowledge the first true exegetical opposition to 
2 Cor 5 1 19 to appear from Ohio wouldn't come until June 10, 1905. when Ohio once a- 
gain found Itself attacking objective justification.) 

Allwardt did his best to quote the 18?2 Synodical Conference prede. dings In his de- 
fense, quoting what was said about subjective justification against what Stockhardt 
had to say about objective justification and simply confusing the issue. The same 
old accusations were made and Stockhardt* s -own explanations were ignored; "If ob- 
jective justification is a forensic act and an actus simplex , then subjective jus- 
tification must not be a forensic act on God's part." About the closest Allwardt 
comes to showing a difference between Stockhardt and the Synodical Conference in 
18?2 is in this quote from p. 68 of the Proceedings » "Before faith, the sinner is 
only righteous before God according to the procuration of righteousness and ac- 
cording to Divine intention; but he is actually and personally righteous, only when 
he believes." 
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Is this a contradiction? The fact that this is found under Thesis 12, In connection 
with subjective justification, makes it clear that Allwardt Is grasping for straws 
when this is viewed in connection with such statements as the following, cited ear- 
lier i "We may say that in such wise as the individual Is a part of redeemed Man- 
kind, God is not angry with him ... In regard to the question, whether it is pro- 
per to say the totality of mankind Is indeed acquitted, but not individually, it is 
necessary to reply I Through Christ God Is reconciled to each and every one indivi- 
dually, "*-H While Schmidt's terminology and mode of expression in 1872 Is not iden- 
tical with Stockhardt's in 1888 and 1889, their doctrine Is.. 

And so we come to the close of another peak in the controversy over objective jus- 
tification .until 1905* During this time, as one of Its soon-to-be -named opponents 
would say In 1905i "It, so to speak, slumbered in the bosom of its inventors i"'^ 
The chronological bibliography at the end of this paper indicates that the subject 
of justification, and so also its objective side, wasn't absent in Missouri. But 
until April of 1905 f Ohio appears to have remained silent on the matter, at least 
as far as my references are concerned j a silence concerning objective justification 
broken by one lone article in Ohio's "Theologlsche Zeitblatter" in September of 189? . 
Pastor A. A. Dapper's article comes fairly close to simply being a "re-hash" of the 
articles of I889, although he does cover some new territory. His perception of the 
true issue, however, is no better than those before him and his conclusion is not 
to the point at all. It's a case of confusing Law and Gospel, objective and subjec- 
tive justification, as well as setting up "straw men" statements which Missouri 
never made and even specifically denied and then knocking them down. Whatever the 
specific catalyst was which prompted Dapper to write this paper, he himself does 
not mention and I could not find one. 

Besides the very short treatment of objective justification in English that ap- 
peared in 1898>when Augustus Lawrence Graebner (184-9-1 90^, a professor at our own 
Synod's college and seminary from 1875-1887) published his Outlines of Doctrinal 
Theology , the only thorough treatment auf englisch I could find is by the same au- 
thor and appeared at the beginning of the new century in Missouri's "Theological 
Quarterly" in October, 1901, part of a series of doctrinal studies. 

VI. Missouri and Wisconsin vs. Ohio, 1905-1906 
Carl Manthcy-Zorn and "The Forgiveness of Sins " 

At last we come to January 31. 1905» and the beginning of a series in "Der Lutheran- 
er" by one of the most popular Lutheran writers of his day, Carl Manthey-Zorn (1846- 
1928), a missionary of the Leipzig Mission Society in India in 18?1 and then a pas- 
tor in the Missouri Synod in I876. His eight-part series was entitled, "The Forgive- 
ness of Sins." Throughout, Zorn equated forgiveness of sins and justification. 
While the truth of objective justification underlies everything he said, the doctrine 
itself wasn't specifically discussed until his fourth installment on March 28," I 
gratefully acknowledge Pastor H. G. Duehlmeler as the translator of the following 
quotes from Zorn's articles. Pastor Duehlmeler translated the entire 8 articles, 
plus two supplementary articles answering Ohio's attack, In a booklet he entitled, 
"How Can I Be Certain of Being Saved?" 

Under the heading, "The False Teaching Concerning Faith," Zorn wrote in March » 

Thousands upon thousands of preachers who are regarded as believers 
t«ach as follows concerning faith, the justifying faith, through which 
one comes into possession of the forgiveness of sinsi 
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1. rfe human beings, they say, are lost and condemned sinners. 

(That is correct.) _ . , . u , „i 

2. God has had mercy on us, they continue, and has let His only- 
begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, become man and has laid all our 
sins on Him. (That certainly is also correct.) 

3 Christ suffered for us and died for us and has reconciled us unto 
God through His substitutionary, innocent, bitter suffering and death. 
(That, as it reads there, is correct.) . . «* , 

/*. That, they continue, God has let Jesus do for us, in order that 
he might be able to forgive us our sins and to justify us. (Here the er- 
ror has its quiet and unobserved beginning.) , ^ rtu 

5. God informs us of the reconciliation effected by Christ through 
the Gospel and at the same time tells us what conditions we must fulfill 
that He now may actually forgive and justify usi we must, namely, first 
believe. (Here the error makes further progress. Do you recognize it?) 

6. The reconciliation effected by Christ, they say, is one things 
and the forgiveness of sins or justification is another thing. Through 
the reconciliation the holy and gracious God has indeed, made advances 

to us and on His part has removed the hindrances, so that He now can for- 
give our sins and justify us. But through faith we must now also make ad- 
vances to God and on our part not let there continue to be hindrances* then 
God act ually forgives us our sins and justifies us. (That is false.) 

7. So, they declare, there is a twofold cause that Influences God to 
forgive us our sins and to justify us. The one cause is in God— that is 
His grace and the merit of Christ, likewise the reconciliation which 
took place by His grace through Christ. The other cause is to be found 
In man— that is faith. (That is utterly false.) 

rfhen these preachers speak in a scholarly manner they speak like thisi 
Through the reconciliation of the world effected by Christ it has been 
made possible for the holiness of God to let grace prevail and to for- 
give our sins to us sinners and so to justify us. Through faith, how- 
ever, which is a "moral act" of man and through which man shows him- 
self receptive to grace, God is moved to let grace truly to prevail 
over him and to forgive him, the believer, his sins and to justify him. 

When these preachers speak in simpler fashion, they do so in this wayi 
God has shown us much grace; He has let His Son Himself bring the great 
sin and reconciliation offering, through which He reconciled the world 
unto God. And He proclaims this to us through the Gospel. But now in 
order to receive the forgiveness of sins and justification following 
this effected reconciliation, we on our part must also do something. 
We must believe, that is to say, we must recognize the grace of God, 
must dispose ourselves toward the ciame, be thankful to Goa, be sorry 
for our sins and hate and forsake the* cry to God for grace, begin a 
new life— than God forgives us our sins and justifies usi then He sees 
that we are also deserving of His grace and receptive toward the same. 

Both ways of speaking, the learned and the simple, are thoroughly false 
even though they may sound ever so Christian to the ears of the inex- 
perienced. For both these ways of speaking amount to the same thing, 
as though God were saying to usi "I have done so much for youj but now 
it is up to you to do something tool then I will forgive you your sins 
for Christ's ;^ke and justify you." 11 - 3 

Under the heading, "The Correct Teaching Concerning Faith," Zorn wrote i 
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The correct teaching concerning faith, the saving faith, through which 
a person comes into possession of the forgiveness of sins, is the fol- 
lowing i 

1. rfe human beings are lost and condemned sinners. 

2. God has had mercy on us and has let His only-begotten Son, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, become man and has laid all our sins upon Him. 

3. Christ suffered for us and died for us and has reconciled us 
unto God through that substitutionary, innocent and bitter suffering and 
death . 

4. .This reconciliation effected by Christ is the justification of 
the whole world, Yes, my dear friend, here you must pay close attention 
in order to understand well what I am saying. I say that the reconcilia- 
tion of the whole world is the justification of the whole world. . . As 
soon as the reconciliation of the world had been effected through Christ, 
at that moment the forgiveness of sins and the justification of the whole 
world was an accomplished fact; at that moment justification unto life 
came upon all men; at that moment the forgiveness of sins had become the 
possession, gained through God's own blood, of the whole world of sinners. 
Therefore I sayi This reconciliation of the whole world, effected through 
Christ is the justification of the whole world. 114 

Zom quoted 2 Cor 5il9 first to substantiate his claim, then Rom 5il8, 4i5 and 
4 i 25. 2orn would continue his discussion in the next installment showing how one 
"must believe in order to come into possession and enjoyment of the forgiveness of 
sin and justification, but he concluded here J 

It therefore is not true that God has let us be reconciled through 
Christ In order that He "might be able" "to forgive us our sins and 
to justify us, but rather the reconciliation through Christ is our jus- 
tification and the forgiveness of our sins, and of those of the whole 
world. 

It is not true that through the reconciliation of the world effected 
by Christ It has only been made possible for the holiness of God to 
let grace hold sway and to forgive us our sins and to justify usj but 
rather through the reconciliation effected by Christ God lias already 
let His grace well over us fully and completely and has already bestowed 
on us the forgiveness of sins and justification— has already bestowed 
it on us and the whole world. It Is not true that the reconciliation 
effected by Christ is one thing, and that the forgiveness of sins or 
justification is another thing 1 but rather is reconciliation and for- 
giveness of sins or justification one and the same thing, which through 
and in Christ came upon the whole world. 11 " 

Zom's last installment appeared on July 4, 1905, but Ohio had already begun its 
attack in April and continued to the close of the year. Zorn himself replied to 
Ohio in "Der Lutheraner" in June while his series was still in progress. 



Ohio's Attack and Missouri's Counter-Attack 

The direct attack on Zorn came in Ohio's "Lutherische Klrchenzeitung" on May 13. 
(An Indirect attack — no names mentioned—had been made on April 29.) On this date, 
in an editorial entitled, "The Missourian Denial of Justification," we meet the man 
who would become the "Gottfried Fritschol " of the first half of the 20th Century, 
at least as far as the doctrine of objective justification Is concerned (but > un- 
like Fritschol, a thorough-going exegete), Richard Charles Henry Lenski (l864-1936). 
If only he had been able to overcome his own prejudice toward this doctrine! 
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In his editorial, Lenskl reviewed the case back in 1888 and *89i then quoted exten- 
sively from "Prof. Stoeckhardt ' s parrot." In conclusion he wrote t 

We will now very briefly display the radical, soul-endangering errors 
which are hidden in these Hissourian tenets and in the article from which 
these tenets are quoted . . . 

1 . Reconciliation and personal justification are lumped together 
as one, so that nothing is left of the justification of the individual 
through faith . According to Missouri's latest doctrine, the whole 
world is justlfiedj indeed, was so long ago, when Christ had completed 
the reconciliation. Another justification, one which is now effected 
by God when a man comes to faith, doesn't exist according to this doc- 
trine . Thus the fundamental and chief doctrine of the Bible and the 
Lutheran Church is annihilated . (By now the reader will, hopefully, have 
seen enough evidence to observe how Lenski misrepresents the true posi- 
tion of Missouri.) 

2. According to this new doctrine, each and every person's sins are 
already forgiven, (indeed, were so) when Christ completed the redemption, 
"all the same, whether he believes or not." Justification is therefore 
finished apart from faith — finished long before {"before faith comes into 
the matter." Paith is only a "finishing touchj" it comes limping along 

in the background. One is simply to believe in the justification finished 
long ago. Thus Missouri annihilates the scriptural doctrine of justifica- 
tion through faith . 

3. It is no longer to be true that God justifies first at the 
moment when the poor sinner believes in Christ. Mo more shall it be 
said — as the new doctrine will have it — "faith, then justification." 
Rather j A justification of the whole world centuries before — now be- 
lieve it! 

We tremble at this sacrilege in the Holy Place. May God have mercy 
on these deluded people, who make so much ado about the "clarity of 
Scripture" and condemn to the lowest depths everything that does not 
please them, but who now through their own self-delusion have fallen 
so deeply into the night of errorl God have mercy on the poor people 
who shall no longer hear the heart and core of Scripture taught and 
preached, but. instead a miserable, vain imagination, a wretched inven- 
tion of the mind of manl 11 ' 

The first response to Ohio came in "Lehre und Hehre"'s May " Kirch lich-Zeltgeschlcht - 
llche and we meet a new name in the defense of our biblical doctrine of objective 
justification, Gerhard Friedrlch Bente (1858-1930; he doesn't seem to have liked the 
"Gerhard"). To the best of my knowledge the present editor of "Lehre und Wehre" 
at this time, Bente would be the "public defender" of objective justification dur- 
ing this present dontroversy much more than Zorn or any other individual. In his 
May notice he makes two telling points 1 

1, the Ohioan "Klrchenzeitung" denies that "the whole world 16 justified" 
or absolved through Christ's death and resurrection. However, with this - 
they punch the clear Scripture in the face which says, "For God was in 
Christ, etc?, 2. Cor 5'19» The universal forgiveness of sins which 
Paul clearly attests here Missouri teaches and Ohio denies , . . 2# 
The Columbus "Klrchenzeitung" maintains that Missouri denies the justi- 
fication of the Individual through faith and thereby annihilates the 
fundamental and chief doctrine of the Bible and the Lutheran Church. 
This, however, only makes the Ohioan "Klrchenzeitung" guilty of a crass 
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libel. Missouri expressly teaches the justification of the individu- 
al through faith alone and has always taught it ... We believe and 
confess, now as before and before as now, that only he who believes 
has justification and truly possesses the forgiveness of sins. For 
us, faith is the only means and instrument through which a man can 
appropriate for himself the forgiveness or justification offered in 
the Gospel. We teach with great stress justification through faith 
alone. . . No, not Missouri, but Ohio, is the one who destroys the 
doctrine of justification through faith and, consequently, must deny 
it. Whoever teaches, as Ohio does, that election and salvation are 
partially dependent on the attitude of men must also teach that in 
justification the human attitude is a condition, in view of which God 
forgives men their sins. Ohio must not issue as its watchword, "jus- 
tification through the act of faith," but, "justification and forgive- 
ness on account of the act of faith, on account of the right attitude." 
Ohio has logically destroyed the Lutheran doctrine of justification 
through faith and joined the camp of the papists. 

Zorn's response for the lay consumption of "Der Lutheraner" appeared in two parts, 
on June 6 and June 20. Under the title, "Faith Gomes Limping Along in the Back- 
ground," Zorn quotes Lenski and then offers his observation that either, "we who 
write and accept such articles appearing in the "Lutheraner" must be errorists, who 
have fallen completely from the faith ... or else the writer of the "^irchen- 
zeitung" is making a fool of himself and does not know what and whereof he speaks; 
for I simply cannot assume that he is wilfully raving against the truth, "^9 

Zorn makes it clear that objective justification is no "new" doctrine, Invented by 
Stockhardt. He refers to Walther's Evangelien-Postllle of 1870, previously cited 
in this paper. In his second and final installment, Zorn refers to Lenski' s expres 
sion, " Der Glaube . , . hlnkt hlntendreln ," and writes i 

. . . What they mean is» According to our Missouri teaching Clod has 
long ago already in Christ justified the whole world j and in order 
to have the benefit of and to enjoy this justification for his own 
person, the individual is now simply to believe this; and that as a 
result of this, faith comes limping along in the background. Now this, 
by means of which the Ohioans want to place us into an unfavorable 
light, I accept quietly and sayi Yes, 30 it is. Even the expression* 
"Faith comes limping along in the background" I will accept.^ ^ 

. . . Faith believes God, who declares righteous the ungodly, the whole 
ungodly world; the believer hears and believes this amazing gracious 
verdict passed through Christ and in Christ on the whole world of sin- 
ners, the verdict that the ungodly have been made righteous, have been 
decl*ed righteous; this verdict which God rendered long, long ago, the 
believer believes and accepts. And through this simple acceptance, 
this faith that follows and limps along behind this gracious verdict 
of God which was rendered long, long ago, the believer is righteous 
before God. . . 

The Ohioans want to assign a different role to faith; they want to 
let faith march on ahead . . . According to Ohio this is the sequence i 
First believe; then you will receive forgiveness of sins. According 
to Missouri i Here is the forgiveness of sins; believe it and accept 
it. According to Ohio faith marches on ahead. According to Missouri 
faith comes limping along in the background. And faith does limp a- 
long in the background. 
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Our faith is a poor rickety thing, that in itself has no worth what- 
soever before God. It is weak, afflicted, miserable! it limps. 
It is, indeed, a new birth out of God? it is, indeed, a spiritual 
creation? it is, indeed, a divine fire! but it is weakened through 
the flesh. God, how my faith limpsl But God preserves it, and it 
comes limping along behind God's grace, held up by God's hand. And 
just because God's grace has already done everything andjwants only 
to be believed and accepted, our faith, limping along behind, is a 
thing that makes of sinners righteous ones, out of dead ones living 
ones, out of condemned ones saved ones. And faith is the victory which 
has overcome the world. All things we have through faith, through 
faith alone. Faith comes limping along in the background. And God, 
who created it, the good and loving Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
turns around and says to us» Only come! you will be accepted, even 
limping. And God assures the believer that all, all grace is his? 
for that is completely finished and fully wrought and presented un- 
conditionally. And thus faith comes limping along in the background. 

God grant that our faith may always continue to come limping along in 
the background. God grant that we may not imagine that our faith comes 
ahead of grace! For then it would turn its back upon grace. 

From the above quotes, it's easy to see why Zorn was such a popular author. 

The "Lutherische Kirchenzeitung" of June 10, which appeared between the install- 
ments of Zorn's response above- to Lenski's editorial, certainly has to rate a 
special place in the history of the controversy over objective justification. At 
last we find someone willing to attempt an assault on 2 Corinthians 5»19l The 
man — John Klindworth (1833-1907), a pastor excluded from the Iowa Synod in 18?6 who 
eventually made his way into the Ohio Synod via the Wisconsin Synod. 

Treating "The New Missourian Doctrine of Justification," Klindworth quotes from 
Zorn's articles and tries to prove Missouri's Scriptural support to be false. He 
"throws down" 2 Cor 5il9 by quoting verses 20 and 21 and concluding, "Therefore it 
hadn't yet occurred that God had reconciled the world to himself, for now the am- 
bassadors first come with the exhortation, 'Be reconciled to Godl ' For Paul does- 
n't say what the "Lutheraner" saysi God has made him, who knew no sin, to be sin 
for us, and now we and the whole world are .justified . Rather, he describes justi- 
fication as a fruit and consequence of reconciliation! so that we might become the 
righteousness which avails before God ." 122 Klindworth tried, but he still couldn't 
overcome the simple truth of 5«19« 

Klindworth also addressed Romans 5*18 by pointing out the reference to subjective 
justification in v. 17 and thus believed that he had settled the matter. Having 
shown the "false support" of these two passages, and dismissing the rest, he then 
goes on to quote many passages from the Bible and the Confessions which speak of 
subjective justification. In his second installment he speaks about the"falth H of 
Zorn's article, calling it a "dead faith." He also offers this as Ohio's confession! 

We believe and confess that through the reconciliation accomplished 
through Christ, the holy and gracious God has come to meet us, so that 
he can now forgive our sins and justify us. Justification itself, 
however, doesn't occur any sooner than when the first spark of faith 
is kindled in a poor sinner's heart through God's grace. Then God 
forgives the sinner's sins. The "Lutheraner" doesn't believe this, 
but explicitly declares It to be false and teaches an unconditional 
justification. Who it is tliat has the truth is evident. ^ 
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In July and August, Bente presented the readers of "Lehre und Wehre" with "The Cor- 
relation of Justifying Faith." In August, Lenski asked the question, "Who was it?" 
Was it Stbckhardt or Walther who robbed subjective justification of its forensic 
nature? He claimed that Walther was unclear. Sometime he seemed to say yes, some- 
time, no. (Me know that Walther says that both are forensic and there are really not 
two different justifications Involved but merely different aspects of the sameT) 

In September, Lenski addresses, "The Doctrine of Justification in 1872," once again 
trying to show how it is Missouri and not Ohio who has changed their doctrine of 
justification. He followed in September with "The Doctrine of Justification in . 
1868," comparing Preuss in his book with Missouri's "present" position. Naturally, 
in both articles what is said about subjective justification is supposed to rule out 
what Missouri says about objeotive justification. 

Lenski' s first September article prompted a three-part article in "Lehre und Wehre" 
from Bente, "The New and Old Doctrine of the Ohio Synod Concerning Universal Justi- 
fication." It is Schmidt's position of 1872, adopted by the Synodical Conference, 
which is cited as Ohio's "old" doctrine. From the September installment I offer 
the following quotes I 

. . . Universal forgiveness of sins and justification (the gift and 
present of the Gospel) are not present before faith, according to Ohio. 
We separate the forgiveness of sins or justification and the possession 
and enjoyment of the same. The first are, for us, actually present as 
res promlssa in the Gospel before faith; the second, however, only and 
alone through faith. The Ohioans. deny the first and know only of a jus- 
tification which follows fadth. 12 ^ 

... It goes without saying and follows from the context, that . . . 
Jn articles concerning absolution and universal justification, by the 
terms, "to impart" (mittheilen) , "to distribute," and the like, it is ntft 
meant to say in the least — as the Ohioan "Kirchenzeltung" now concludes 
from the same — that a man without faith also comes into the possession 
and enjoyment of the forgiveness which in universal justification has 
been spoken over the wholejworld and is offered to everyone in the Gos- 
pel who hears it, as well as in the sacraments and in absolution to 
everyone who mi*ht receive them. We believe from the heart along with 
the "Lutheran Standard" of 1871, "that the individual sinner is (per- 
sonally) justified (comes into the possession of the forgiveness of sins) 
through faith alone, when he, by means of faith in Christ, appropriates 
to himself the righteousness (or forgiveness of sins) acquired for him 
by Christ as his own. In this sense, therefore, the whole world is not 
justified before God, but only the believers, because these alone seize 
Christ's merit and have appropriated It for their personal justifica- 
tion in God's court." . . . and as far as the term, "to justify," is con- 
cerned, we also know very well . . . "that not only in the Bible itself, 
but also in our doctrinal and devotional books the expression, 'to jus- 
tify,' Is used by far, in the greatest number of cases, of 'personal jus- 
tification', or the justification of the individual sinner. " lz 5 

In October, A, A. Dapper (first heard from in 1897) reappeared with an article, 
"(Something) From the Biblical Doctrine of Justification." Once again the Law is 
called upon to exclude the possibility of a justification apart from faith. 

As far as my own references are concerned, the polemics on the side of Ohio ended 
along with the year 1905, although I did find an article in the "Lutheran Stan- 
dard" of April 7, 1906, entitled, "The Relation Between Reconciliation and Justi- 
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fication." No mention of the controversy of the previous year is specifically 
made, but In it P. A. Peter' writes I 

. . . Justification is a forensic or a legal term, implying a judicial 
act, by virtue of which an accused person is declared to be just. Hence 
in theology justification is that judicial act of God by virtue of which 
He forgives the penitent and believing sinner all his sins ... on ac- 
count of the perfect satisfaction rendered the divine Law by Christ, 
the sinner's substitute. 

. . . Reconciliation implies that lost and condemned man, se para tod 
and alienated from God . . . has been placed in 3uch an attitude to- 
ward God through the mediatorial work of Christ that he may be brought 
into agreement with God and become his dear child through faith in 
Christ . . . 

The grace of God in the Gospel, unless wilfully and persistently re- 
jected, works faith in the hearer ... He is declared to be just or 
righteous before God. . . 

In an objective sense, as something that belongs, pertains, or relates 
to the object, justification has come upon all men . . . 

It is not sufficient that we consider justification merely in its ob- 
jective sense as having been obtained for all men by the obedience of 
Christ . . . faith is the confidence of the heart that the individual 
is a child of God by faith in Christ Jesus, *$At is thls faith that 
justifies the repentant and believing sinner. 12 " 

In light of the above, is it any wonder that some 30 years hence the Wisconsin and 
Norwegian Synods would object so strongly to the wording of the Declaration of the 
American Lutheran Church and later the Common Confession ? And this brings us to the 
first voice of the Wisconsin Synod I have found speaking directly to a controversy 
over objective justification. 



A Voice from Wisconsin 

This voice is that of the Pie per brother who remained with the Wisconsin Synod, 
August Otto Wilhelm Pieper (1857-1 9^) i six and a half years Franz' junior and, 
like Franz and Reinhold, a product of Northwestern in Watertown and Concordia Semi- 
nary, St. Louis. His offering appeared in the April, 1906, number of the Wisconsin 
Synod's theological journal, then called the "Theologische Quartalschrlft" and in 
the third year of its existence. Pieper brought his readers up to date on the con- 
troversy and emphasized the fact that the Wisconsin Synod was not entering the bat- 
tle to "prolong the fight," but from the simple duty it had to speak the truth 
and testify in behalf of "the attacked doctrine which is also our doctrine." Pieper 
pointed out the errors in Ohio's charges. I offer the following from Pieper' s con- 
cluding remarks* 

The doctrine of justification stigmatized as heretical by Ohio and 
.Iowa is the pure Gospel itself ... No other doctrine stands so firm- 
[ly in the heart of all the members of the Synodical Conference. No 
doctrine is dearer and more inalienable than this doctrine j that the 
personal justification of the individual occurs in this way, that he 
seizes through faith the universal justification which Is present be- 
fore all faith. Concerning this doctrine we say with Luther and the 
Confessions: Nothing in this article can be given up or compromised, 
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even If heaven and earth and things temporal should be destroyed. (S.A. 2,1) 
(fT was by this doctrine that Walther and Hoenecke, Missouri and Wiscon- 
' sin, recognized themselves to be of the same spiritual flesh and blood. 
It is this doctrine whose faithful attachment has preserved the uni- 
ty between the present synods of the Synod ical Conference despite many 
outward squabbles and dissensions, and allowed them to stand firmly to- 
gether in the election controversy en bloc against all counterfeit 
Lutherans. And as long as this doctrine remains our common confession, 
our enemies will attempt to separate us in vain . . . The new battle 
started by the Ohioans and Iowans won't be detrimental to us and our 
own. We will only draw new profit from itj we will only be urged to 
a deeper understanding of the Gospel and to a stronger solidarity. 
But for themselves it will bring unspeakable harm. One cannot do bat- 
tle with Impunity against any truth of th« divine Word. It breeds 
sin and guilt | it wounds the conscience and deludes the heart . . . 
But whoever attacks the doctrine of justification cancels out the heart 
of the Gospel and is on the way to losing entirely all Christian doc- 
trine and his personal faith and to fall into the arms of paganism, no 
matter how much he emphasizes justification through faith. 1 ' 

The July and August numbers of "Lehre und tfehre" carried Priedrich Bente's article, 
"How Does It Happen that Faith Justifies and Saves?" but by this time the contro- 
versy appears to have died down, "slumbering in the bosom" of the Ohioans and Io- 
wans. 



1907 and Iowa Again 

In 1907 Stockhardt's Commentary on Paul's Letter to the Romans ( C omme ntar tVber dem 
Brief Paull an die Romer ) appeared, which would touch off a small revival of the con- 
troversy over objective justification in 1909. Prom this work of StBckhardt we of- 
fer the following quotes. After speaking about verses 18 and 19 of Romans 5 a nd the 
truth of the universal justification they contain, he writes concerning verse 17 1 

On the other hand, Paul points out and teaches in the same context, 
in v, 17, that the believers, oi tr)v weptaoetav rfc xapiios xai trfe 
6u)peac; -crfo 6iKaioguviK Xatx3dvovtes , shall someday actually reign in life} 
that, therefore, all those who accept the gift of righteousness in faith 
and so personally partake of the same, or, what is really the same thing, 
that all those who apply to themselves the judgment of justification, 
which in Christ has been spoken over the entire sinful world and which 
is made known in the Gospel, and take advantage of it, shall finally, 
actually, be saved. And thus what Paul teaches in Romans 5«l6-19 agrees 
quite well with the "other doctrines of Scripture." Besides, Paul 
also bears witness to the same truth which he distinctly declares here 
in other places in his letters, only with different words. We have 
demonstrated above that for him "justification" is identical with the 
forgiveness of sins. And thus he writes, as an example, in 2 Cor 5U9, 
"God was in Christ and reconciled the world to himself, in that( indem ) 
he did not impute their trespasses to them," ur) XoyiCduevof auiot^ xa napa- 
n.-rujuaTtt auTSv . In Christ God has therefore already forgiven the whole 
world all its sins. The entire Pauline doctrine of justification and, 
precisely so, all the comfort of justification, stands and falls by 
this special article of universal justification. In this way it be- 
comes entirely clear and evident that justification is entirely in- 
dependent of a person's attitude. And in this way alone the indivi- 
dual can become absolutely certain of his justification. Then it is 
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an Imperative conclusion i If God in Christ has already justified all 
men and forgiven their sins, then in Christ I also have a gracious 
God and all my sins are forgiven. 

Stockhardt also repeats his charge of 1888 that, "as to the object of faith, later 
Lutheran dogmatlcians and, similarly, most of the more recent Lutherans, distin- 
guish between the bonum justlcum , or the merit of Christ, and the justlf lcatlo , 
resp. justltla coram Deo , and teach that only the former Is presented in the 
Word and will be apprehended by faith, but not the latter. . 7 129 j 5 this true 
Lutheran doctrine, any more than Its the paullne doctrine of justification? 
"The Apology, in Article k, and the Formula of Concord, In Article 3i coordinates 
throughout God's grace, Christ's merits, reconciliation with God, forgiveness of 
sins and the justification that avails before God, and allows these blessings to be 
comprehended in the Word and apprehended by faith." 1 -' 

In February and March of 1909, George Frltschel (l86?-19 / +l) , following in his fa- 
ther's footsteps, attacked what Stockhardt had to say concerning objective justi- 
fication. In his article, "The 'So-called' Universal Justification," Fritschel 
would not accept Stockhardt' s "logical future" in 5*19 ( ocxcuot waTaoTa^govTai ot 
no Wot ). But he wouldn't accept a temporal future either. Why? Because whoever 
takes It in a temporal sense must then give a new interpretation to 'the many' (over 
against the context of "all men") so that it means, 'the many believers.' This 
would b» possible linquistically , but the context is against it." 131 What, then, is 
the answer, according to Fritschel? "Every difficulty of the interpretation of 
verses 18 and 19 vanishes when one takes the future in the sense of 'should' ( sol - 
len: "should, ought to, be supposed to"), which the text allows with respect to con- 
text and the 'analogy of faith,' if it does not actually compel it." 1 -^ 

Because he won't allow the possibility of a universal justification "before and apart 
from faith," but at the same time is honest enough' to admit that "the many" In v. 19 
equals the "all" in v. 18, Fritschel places the future in v. 18 as well and makes 
the whole matter of justification something God wants to happen for everybody — pro- 
viding, of course, they let it happen by believlngl And so Fritschel is willing to 
say « 

We won't quarrel over words. If someone wants to also use the expres- 
sion concerning the reconciliation which occurred in Christ Jesus that, 
since now the debt of the whole world has been paid, God views the whole 
world as justified in Christ, we won't object to itj providing, of course— if 
he otherwise presents the doctrine of justification through faith in 
its purity ~~ he's simply expressing the thought by this that saving 
grace — the grace of eternal life, the grace of justification — is now 
acquired for the whole world 1 33 

In short, Fritschel claims that Romans 5* 18, 19 teaches, "God wants to justif_y the 
entire world — nothing more, nothing lees. "13'+ Again, it should be obvious why the 
Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods were so concerned about the language of any "common 
confession" Missouri would later adopt as a means of professing doctrinal unity 
with the former Ohio and Iowa Synods. 

Fritschel was answered in April by two articles In "Lehre und Wehre," "Universal 
Justification," by Stockhardt, providing further defense of his claim for the 
logical, or, gnomic future and his exegesis of Romans 5*18,19 as a whole} and, 
"With Repect to the Doctrine of Universal Justification," by Bente, dealing chief- 
ly with citations from Preuss' book. Fritschel had claimed Preuss in support of his 
own position. 
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1910 

The year 1910 Is the big year for the Wisconsin Synod and objective justification 
in the first quartor of this century. The articles which appeared in the "Quartal- 
schrift" were no doubt prompted by the controversy stirred up anew by Fritschel the 
previous year. In April, John (a.k.a. Johannes) Schaller (1859-1920; another gradu- 
ate of Northwestern and Concordia Seminary) presented the theological world with 
what, as far as I know, is the first ''in depth" exegesis of 2 Corinthians 5 '18-21. 
His article, "Redemption and Universal Justification According to Second Corinthians 
5:18-21," appeared again, in our present"Wis<ronsin Lutheran Quarterly" of October, 
1975, translated by Professor Gerald Hoenecke. 

Schaller specifically says that this article was not intended to be an "exhaustive 
exegetical study." 

Our aim here Is to learn what this section has to say about the Inner 
connection between the doctrine of redemption and the doctrine of ob- 
jective justification; this will self -evidently call for proof that 
according to the apostle's presentation the evangelical ministry basi- 
cally has only one task, correctly to proclaim this doctrine, indeed, 
that without the doctrine of objective justification the gospel would 
cease to be gospel. 35 

Schaller deals with the verb nmakK&aoe.i.v for, as he says, "It not only controls 
the entire section, but also Is the indispensable basis for the understanding 
of the doctrine of objective justification. " 1 36 

h ctx aX A. liooE l v does not . . point to the way in which the reconcilia- 
tion was brought about, also not really wherein the reconciliation 
actually consists. It says rather that the relationship between two 
parties has been fundamentally changed . God changes His relationship 
to the world. It is essentially this with respect to reconciliation 
that here comes into consideration. 137 

Schaller stresses that God is the one reconciled, not the world. It is evident 
that he does this in an attempt to answer the question, "Where does the change lie?" 
He writes: 

The present form of the participle KaxaXTidoafajv does not alter the time 
element of the imperfect j rather does it take the place of an Imperfect 
participle (cp. Mk Iktk and other passages). . . Verse 18 Indeed reads: 
God has reconciled us to Himself, and the persons designated by "us" 
are in every instance converted Christians, who now on their part as 
new men stand in the right relationship to God, irrespective of whether 
one restricts the nuas to the apostles or takes it as said of the con- 
gregation. But what Paul here says of the converted, verse 19 says of 
the world, the k6'ouo<; , of whom It has never been true and never will 
be true, that it on its part is entirely reconciled with God. The 
world as such is according to Biblical usage , as far as redemption 
is concerned, the mass of unconverted sinners, inimical to God, so 
that Jesus (Jn 17'l^il6) distinguishes it from the believers and In 
John 15:18 states that He chose His disciples out offthe world. The 
world will remain the same to the last day? It will never change its 
character. The Judge of the world will at His appearance catch by 
surprise the great mass of men in their enmity toward God. Thus the 
world on its part is factually not reconciled to God. 138 
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. . . Since a change on the part of the world for a reconciliation 
with God is excluded, the dative iavvj no doubt contains the thought 
that as far as God Is concerned He has already made the reconciliation 
a reality; He has reconciled Himself with the world. It also . . . 
needs to be pointed out that in Haiakkaaauiv the subject is always the 
offended party. We must not forget that the concept of atonement ( Suehne ) 
really does not lie in the word itself, but that it designates a change 
in relationship through which what we call reconciliation comes about. 
It Is not within the capability of the world to alter the relationship 
existing between it and God, anymore than this is the case with a per- 
son who has offended another. The world cannot even supply the atbne- 
ment that would move God to change His attitude toward it and even if 
it could, It would under no circumstances be the party which initiates 
the reconciliation ... In no case can the offending party itself make 
the reconciliation a reality; this belongs to the offended one. He is 
therefore also In every case the reconciled one, the one'^whom the recon- 
ciliation must become a reality. So then also here not the world, but 
God is the reconciled party. 

. . . Through what Christ did in man's stead God is now so reconciled 
that factually there is peace on earth, the peace of God, that God's 
wrath toward men is stilled when He sees them in Christ. 1W 

. . . God was not only the one who did the reconciling, but also , . 
. in the judicial transaction He was the party to be reconciled. 14,1 
(We simply note at this time that Schaller's way of looking at the 
reconciliation is that of traditional Missouri. The view of Hoenecke 
and Meyer will be discussed later.) 

For Schaller,"the sequence of the participial clauses in this verse (19) is to pre- 
sent the actual, at least logical sequence of the actions of Godi first reconcili- 
ation, then non-imputation, then transmission ofthe word of reconciliation." 1 ^ 2 As 
for the term "world," Schaller emphasizes that this is the sinful world, and that, 
"Paul is not saying that God did not impute sin to the concept world, but rather 
shows with the plural ofjthe pronoun that in this act God had in mind and thought 
of the individual people, all without exception. "1^3 

Non-imputation of sin, of course, is the same as justification, On the basis of 
Romans ^16-8, Schaller states 1 

This profusion of expressions obviously is to serve the purpose of " 
describing the justifying act of God from various points of viewi 
when God justifies, He is forgiving iniquity, He is covering sin, He is 
not imputing sin. These three expressions fuse for Paul into one con- 
cept, justification, so that he can in a given instance describe the 
entire act of justification by moans of any one of these expressions. 
In each of these expressions the others are implied; one can substitute 
one for the other without altering the intended meaning. If then Paul 
in our Corinthians passage uses only the negative staifthent, he intends 
thus to present the forgiveness of sins or justification. God did not 
impute their sins to men; for Paul this means God forgave their sins.l^ 

Schaller summarizes the first part of his presentation in this way; 

God on His part made the reconciliation of the whole world a reality, 
is reconciled to the whole world, has made peace with it; as the re- 
conciled One, because He was reconciled, He then of necessity forgave 
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the sins to this same world, justified it. What is more, He did not 
justify the concept world, nor the world as a whole of which some small 
parts could possibly be missing, without invalidating the statement. 
On the contrary, He consciously declared righteous every individual who 
belonged to the world or will belong to the world to the end of days,, 
every individual sinful person. But this is universal justification . ^ 

Because of this, Paul's exhortation, '"Be reconciled to God' accordingly means noth- 
ing else than 'Believe in the gospel' or 'believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. '"i'+6<> 

In his conclusion to the entire article, Schaller makes these very pertinent comments! 

(When true Christians ) speak of these great acts of God; redemption, 
reconciliation, justification are for us such a great, closely knit 
whole, that we, when we ohoose not to speak precisely, simply substi- 
tute one term for the other and so to speak treat them as synonyms. 

. . . Only one Inference I would not like to leave unstated, that the 
doctrine of justification really belongs to the Second Article. Through 
our Catechism expositions we have been spoiled, to the point that we do 
not really find this doctrine expressed until the Third Article as a 
work of the Holy Ghost, and thus consider it as belonging not so much 
to Soteriology, as rather to Pneumatology . According to our passage, 
to which -for the sake of brevity we are here confining ourselves, 
this is a mistake in understanding and arranging the thoughts expressed 
in the gospel. Justification and forgiveness of sins were not only 
made possible after the reconciliation of God through Christ's vicar- 
ious atonement had been accomplished, but actually became a reality in 
Christ' whose resurrection as far as we are concerned was equally»sub- 
stitutlonary as His passion. The forgiveness of sins as such does not 
depend on the subsequent activity of the Holy Spirit; the appropriation 
of the accomplished salvation on the part of the individual is rather 
ascribed to Him. 

From this standpoint alone Luther's explanation of the two Articles 
becomes perspicuous and is safeguarded against the charge of repeti- 
tion. He has the Christian confess in the Second Article i Christ is 
my Lord, ... from all sins . . . When? When I came to faith? None 
of this, but as lost and condemned sinner He redeemed me from my sins. 
Luther obviously wants to say that faith in Christ embraces the existing 
finished forgiveness of sins intended for the individual and thus ac- 
knowledges Christ as his Lord. In the Third Article he again comes to 
speak of the forgiveness of sins. Here, however, he does not, as in 
the Second Article, emphasize the purchasing and winning but the im- 
parting! In this Christian Church (note with emphasis » and nowhere 
else) the Holy Ghost forgives (through the gospel, thus through the 
ministry of reconciliation! ) me and all believers daily and richly 
all sins. Here then the believer is to confess that through the power 
[of the Holy Spirit in the gospel justification is merely made his own 
certain, conscious possession. Whoever tenches otherwise Immediately 
comes close to the synergistic doctrinal presentation that our faith 
is the condition of our personal justification. i^b 

What Schaller says here about the dogmatical presentation of justification is so 
true! In the older (and not so old) dogmaticians, don't necessarily expect to find 
the concept of objective justification under "justification.'' Generally the only 
facet of justification vou'll find there is our subjective or personal justification. 
If they treat the concept of objective justification at all, look for it where the 
resurrection of Christ is treated, or his office of High Priest. 



70 - 

In October, the "Quartalschrift" offered Pastor Herman Gieschen's "The Helation of 
Universal to Personal Justification." He spoke about the necessity of accepting 
what the Bible says — even if it couldn't be "rhymed" to suit human reason. He also 
spoke about some of the errors that occur when one tries to reconcile universal and 
personal justification. He gives a simple, straightforward presentation of what 
the two justifications say to us, with special emphasis on the true nature of faith. 
And with this article, this particular episode in the continuing controversy over 
objective justification among the churches of the former Synodical Conference comes 
to a close. 

The Hove Toward Union Among America's Lutherans 

The next major public controversy in which the doctrine of objective justification 
would play a major part wouldn't occur for almost 30 years now, although 1933 would 
see Missouri respond to Lenski's slurs in Theodore Engelder's excellent article. 
From now until then America's Lutherans would become more and more Involved in steps 
towards unity, both organic a.s «*»«-U «.«, the area of church fellowship. Because of 
this trend, it seems that most of the Lutheran bodies made a concerted effort to 
let their big polemical guns remain silent. 

In 1918 the churchesjaf the General Council, General Synod and United Synod of the 
South set aside many old differences(as well as many serious doctrinal concerns) to 
form the United Lutheran Church in America. The year before saw the birth of the 
Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, a merger of the Norwegian Synod (with the ex- 
ception of those churches which are the present Evangelical Lutheran Svnod) , Hauge's 
Synod, and the United Norwegian Church (itself a merger in 1890 of the Anti-Missourl- 
an Brotherhood, the Norwegian-Danish Conference and the Norwegian-Danish Augustana 
Svnod). 1917 also saw the Wisconsin, Minnesota and Michigan Synods make the move 
from the federation established in 189? to merger in the form of our present Synod. 



Talks toward outward fellowship and possible union continued between the synods of 
the Synodical Conference and the Ohio, Iowa and Buffalo Synods, which had been offi- 
cially inaugurated with the Intersynodical conferences of 19^-1906. On the co-op- 
erative level between Synods, the National Lutheran Council* constituted in 1918 
(composed of the ULCA, Ohio, Iowa, Augustana, Norwegian, Lutheran Free Church, Dan- 
ish Lutheran Church, Buffalo, and the United Danish Lutheran Church; Iowa withdrew 
in 1°20, Buffalo and the Danish Ev. Lutheran Church in 19 2 5)» It was joined by 
the American Lutheran Conference in 1930, the same year the American Lutheran Church 
came into existence through a merger of the Ohio, Iowa and Buffalo Synods. The mem- 
bers of the American Lutheran Conference were the ALC, ELC (Norwegian Union of 1917). 
Augustana Synod, Lutheran Free Church and the United Ev. Luth. Church (Danish), 

A Change in the Sinner's Status vs. A Change in the Attitude of God 

What can be said with regard to the doctrine of objective justification in general 
from 1910 to May, W^**.**^* Ev. Luth. Dofimatlk of Adolf (which he apparently pre- 
ferred over Gustav)- began to appear after his death (he died in 1908; , the third 
volume in 1912. With Volume II of Franz Pieper's Christliche Dogmatik appearing in 
1917 (Volume III would follow in 1920, Volume I in 1924), it seems that Hoenecke's 
works didn't have the wide audience they deserved to enjoy. And, because of this, 
I hope you will excuse me as I pause now to Include a "Want Ad" at this point 1 
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! WANTED t 

A -^-volume set of Hoenecke's Kv. Luth. Dogmatik . 
I haven't been able to acquire a copy and sincere- 
ly desire to do sol Name your price. I'll do my 
best to meet ltl Now — back to the matter at hand. 

rfhat was Hoenecke's particular contribution to the doctrine of objective justifica- 
tion? In this connection we are also speaking of objective reconciliation, and 
while it was probably not original with him (Lenski, while denying the truth of ob- 
jective justification, speaks of reconciliation in much the same way as Hoenecke. 
I suspect they either got their insight from the same sources, or Lenski from 
Hoenecke), Hoenecke challenged the common Missourian conception of reconciliation 
as a "change of heart" or attitude on God's part. Concerning objective justification 
in general, Hoenecke writes » 

Justification is an act of God, which particularly occurs in time and 
with respect to each individual sinner. However, there is also a uni- 
versal justification which has taken place In time and which, in Christ's 
suffering and resurrection, extends over all men. (Horn 5»18, 2 Cor 5«19» 
Rom '+«25). Our dogmaticians don't particularly treat of universal 
justification, although they do so occaisionally . . . Insistence upon 
universal justification is necessary in order to protect the true con- 
tent of the Gospel. 

Under his section, "Christ's Office of High Priest," Hoenecke writes i 

Now the question is whether the reconciliation, in which God recont- 
ciles the world to himself, consists of a change in God's disposition 
overagainst the world. The answer isi Nol For there is no indication 
for this In the subordinate clauses Included In the passages of Scrip- 
ture cited above (Rom 5x10', 2 Cor 5>l8,19)i which say nothing about a 
change of mind regarding God's disposition, but only of certain ar- 
rangements, judicial facts and activities, such as, "not imputing sins," 
and, "to make Christ to be sin." However, Romans 5»8-10 speaks decisively. 
Here the starting point is love! (v. 8) Therefore, it can't be just the 
result of the xortaAAayri . , , Accordingly, it is certain that 8eo^ 
xdouov hcit uMaoouw eauxy (2 Cor 5* 19), as a reconciling activity of 
God, does not mean "to bring the world into a friendly relationship 
of love with him," nor to present a changed posture of his heart to 
the world, but (rather) to alter the relationship between God and the 
world in such a way that the world must no longer appear as the one 
which is damnable and separated from him according to righteousness 
through its sins. The HaTaAAdaoeiv on God's part is the cancella- 
tion of sin and the imputation of guilt which accurred in Christ with 
respect to the world, as the explanatory un XoviCouevoc in v, 19 says, 
and v. 21, which asserts that the imputation, which absolutely could 
not have been left undone, has occurred with respect to Christ. Com- 
pare Rom 3*25! ov TipoE-dexo i\aaiT\piov t God changed the relation be- 
tween himself and the world in that he becomes, as Budaeus says, another 
person with regard to a sinner , The KaxaXXaaaELv as an act of the 
reconciliation of God is, in truth, essentially the objective univer - 
sal pardon or justification of the whole world from sin and guilt in 
Christ, which will and must become a subjective, special (pardon or 
justification) through faith . . . 



Moreover, it goes without saying that because we don't hold the active 
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HaTaXXdooetv as an activity of God in the sense of a change of God's 
attitude toward the world from anger to love, we therefore do not for 
a moment deny the doctrine of God's anger, and for this sake we thus 
hold xaxocAAaaaeiv as we do . . ,1^ 

In speaking about a change of "status" in this way, which allows the world to be 
in a reconciled relationship with God and yet still its essentially sinful self, 
while at the same time doesn't speak about a "change" in the changeless God who, 
t.s Hoenecke points out, loved sinners even before Christ lived and died for them, 
one is saved some of the logical problems that arise when one speaks about recon- 
ciliation as Franz Pleper does, conceiving it as a change in God's heart from hate 
to love the moment Jesus said, "It is finished," on the cross. 

It is clear that Pieper himself apparently didn't care for Hoenecke 's mode of ex- 
pression. (He probably didn't care for his criticism eitherl ) At any rate, he cer 
tainly made no effort to change hia own mode of expression at any time. In his typ 
ical manner of expression in speaking about reconciliation, Pieper said in an es- 
say presented to the Southern-Illinois District of the Missouri Synod in 19l6i 

. . . the reconciliation of the world consists in this, that God "in 
Christ," or for Christ's sake, changed His own sentiment toward men. 
St. Paul writes 1 "Not imputing their trespasses unto them." Sin ren- 
dered man guilty and thus subject to God's displeasure, and despite 
all his own efforts he could never have placated the divine wrath. 
However, for Christ's sake God does not impute man's trespasses un- 
to him? that is to say, He forgives him his sin and regards him as 
sinless. Indeed, God has erased the record of man's sins from His 
bookj in His divine heart grace haB taken the place of wrath. 

. . . Reconciliation is complete as far as God's disposition is con- 
concerned; in God's heart the forgiveness of sins has been substi- 
tuted for the imputation of sins. , , 

. . . Han's reconciliation with God is an accomplished factj it is . 
finished. "God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself." 
These words refer to the time when the Son of God sojourned here up- 
on earth. Nearly nineteen centuries ago, when Christ suffered and 
died, God reconciled the world unto Himself, rfhen God raised Christ 
from the dead. He absolved the world from its guilt and sin and de- 
clared that He was no longer at odds with the sinful race of man. . . 

Elsewhere Pieper makes it clear that he is not saying by this that God no longer 
hates sin, or even sinners, viewed outside of Christ's work of redemption. Nor is 
he saying that God didn't love sinners before Jesus died on the cross. In the same 
essay quoted above, Pieper writes 1 "... it was His great love that moved Him to 
satisfy His righteousness through the death of His Son, which was impossible for us 
to accomplish. "150<» But now, on the basis of Christ's work of redemption, God can.* 
look at the old sinful world in a "new light," ao to bpwal;, "in Ciuriat," and be- 
cause of what he sees he can declare it just, and because it is just, he loves itl 

tfho is correct— Hoenecke or Pieper? I say, take your pick," and this seems to have 
been the consistent attitude of the members of the Synodical Conference (although 

1 am also certain that there were strong preferences on either side!) Hoenecke may 
appeal more to us for logical reasons, but Pieper' s position la also defensible on 

both Scriptural and logical grounds. Let's face it. We're dealing with the dif- 
ference between Law and Gospel here. Psalm 5:5 tells me that John 3*16 must be 
false. John 3«l6 tells? me that Psalm 5»5 must be false. The cross of Christ and 

2 Corinthians 5 '21 tell me that both are true. 
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In defense of Pieper and the expression, "God's change of attitude due to the 
reconciliation work of Christ," John Theodore Mueller (1885-196?) wrote in 193^» 
three years after Pieper' s death 1 

liven if one construes reconciliation as essentially the establishment 
of a relationship of peace between God and man, one must nevertheless 
still proceed from God's change of attitude due to the reconciliation 
work of Christ. For where a relationship of peace has been created, 
anger must have been previously present, and in this way the establish- 
ment of a relationship of peace between God and man itself embraces 
God's change of attitude due to the work of our redeeming Savior. 
Again, if one construes the reconciliation In such a way that it con- 
sists essentially in this, that God in Christ or for Christ's sake has 
altered his judgment against men, the altered judgment itself presup- 
poses an altered attitude of God just as much. The judgment of damna- 
tion was done in anger. The judgment of justification flows from the 
grace and love gained through Christ's blood and death. God is re- 
conciled precisely because his demanding and vengeful justi ce hasb* 6 ^ 
satisfied, so that his grace and love reign and rule freely and he for- 
gives all sins for the sake of Christ's vicarious satisfaction} in- 
deed, has forgiven them already long ago. . . God's change in attitude 
due to the reconciling work of Christ is truly biblical truth. 1 50*» 

On the other hand, Professor Becker writes in his paper on "Objective Justification," 
previously cited! 

When Franz Pieper says that when God reconciled the world to Himself a 
change took place in God he uses language that can be justified by bi- 
blical usage. The Bible in many ways says the God put away His wrath 
and turns from the fierceness of His anger. But we recogniee that this 
is an anthropopathism, that speaks of God in human terms. We can only 
think of vxhat happened as a change in God. But the cUnge that takes 
place does not consist in this thit His anger changes to love. Rather, 
if we abide by the actual words of Scripture, the change as we conceive 
of it took place in this way that God, who apart from Christ sees us as 
guilty sinners, in and through Christ now considers us to be not guil- 
ty because of the atoning work of the Savior. Me can only conceive of 
that as a change in God's attitude toward us. What has really changed 
is our standing before God, God is always angry with sinners. As Lu- 
ther says, it is impossible for God not to be angry with sinners or not 
to hate sinners. However, since in Christ He no longer sees us as sin- 
ners, He is no longer angry with us. Only in that sense can we say 
that there is a change in God's attitude toward us. 

Yet many of Pieper' s followers have insisted that the change in God's 
attitude consists in this that God's anger was changed into love . 
This sort of language can only result from a failure to understand the 
distinction between Law and Gospel. God has always been and will al- 
ways be the God who forgives and the God who punishes. He has always 
been and will always be the God who loves sinners in spite of their sin. 
He has always been and always will be the God who hates sinners because 
of their sin. He cannot become angry or stop loving any more than 
water can become or stop being wet.^-51 

Part of the problem is the sequence of thought one follows when looking at 2 Cor 
5sl9. Most theologians who follow Pieper (including Wisconsin's John Schaller) 
would say that logically justification follows reconciliation. Thus, in 2 Cor 5*19, 



74 



God In Christ was reconciling the world to himself, at the same time not counting 
men's sins against them due to Christ's work of reconciliation. Christ said, "It 
is finished," and God the Father, his justice satisfied, could look at a just world 
in Christ, love it (be reconciled with it), and declare, "The world is just. The 
world's sins are forgiven." 

Hoenecke and those who follow his view of the act of reconciliation see it as 
nothing else than the non -imputation of sins to the world, the justification it- 
self. The change that took place was the verdict of "not guilty" which replaced 
the old verdict of "guilty" because of Christ's substitutionary work which now 
places the world into a new "status" before God. God is the same. The world is the 
same, But because of Christ's work of redemption a new verdict has been pronounced. 
Thus in Ministers of Christ t A Commentary on the Second Epistle of Paul to the Cor- 
inthians , published in 1963, we find what Johannes Peter Carl Meyer (1873-1964), a 
product of Northwestern in tfatertown and a student of Hoenecke, not Franz Pleper, 
taught his seminary classes from 1929 to 1964. 

. . . Paul . . . himself gives us a definition of waxaXXdaoELv in the 
following verse. He announces his explanatory remarks as such by ^ 
on ; the whole matter took place In this way that . For the present 
we disregard other remarks and concentrate on the one which describes 
the nature of KaTaWaoaeiv . Paul uses a participle to do so. ^ God 
performed His KaTaA^doaeiv of the world un XoyiCo'nevos auioiq ia napa- 
[j tTuiugTa gij-cSv , not imputing their trespasses unto them. The HaiaXXaa- 
' oeiv Is basically an act of accounting, of imputing, of charging. The 
world had trespassed. Every Individual found In that group of beings 
which are summarily called the world transgressed the commandments of 
God, and thereby burdened himself with a heavy load of guilt, if his 
trespasses were to be charged against his account. But God in His 
mercy decided not to do thftt. He did not Impute their trespasses to 
the sinners. To whom God imputed them, Paul does not state at once 
in express words. He does not leave us in doubt, however, saying th;it 
God performed this MaTaXXagqeiv through Christ and in Christ, In vs. 
21 he willjtell us directly that God made Christ to be sin for us. 152 

. . . Paul defines HaxakX&aaciv as an imputative acti urj XoytC^uevog 
auxoTt; Ta napantuiuata au-ifiv . . .153 

Mever also writes: 

. . . (God) took us out of our former state of being guilty and con- 
demned sinners and placed us into a position before Himself where He 
regards us as having been purified from our sins, as spotless, un- 
rebukable saints. All of this 6ia Xploxqu • If God finds us outside 
of Christ, He sees us as people who are not only covered over and over 
with sin, but who are permeated through and through with this poison. 
But as soon as Christ Intervenes, and God looks at us through Christ, 
then all our sins are screened and blocked out. His all-searching 
eye finds none, and He pronounces us righteous, ^54 

Outside of Christ, doesn't God hate us — because he hates all sinners? Of course! 
But looking at us in Christ, doesn't God love us — because in Christ he now sees 
all sinners as "spotless, unrebukable saints"- (to use Meyer's own words)? Of 
course! With this in mind, it should be conceded with 3ecker that here is a bet- 
tor dlstinc. tion between law and Gospel than found in the terminology of Pieper and 
those who follow him. The Law never changes, therefore God always hates the world — 
outside of Christ. But in the same way the Gospel never changes, therefore God al- 
ways loves the world — Inside of Christ* 
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But how are -we poor human beings to express this relationship from our point of 
view? In Christ, objectively, the world Is a "new creation," one which God hated 
but now he loves! And this is biblical language, as Becker concedes. And in the 
same way, in Christ, through faith, I am a new\creation. God hated me outside of 
Christ but he loves rae now in Christ • I am one whom God hated but now loves! So — 
is there actually any real difference between Hoenecke and Pieper when it comes to 
the final truth they present? 

For all practical purposes, God's love for the world in view of Christ's work of re- 
demption can't be separated from his justification of the world in view of this same 
work of redemption, whether God views this work as past (today), present (Good Fri- 
day), or future (the Garden of cMen) . dven the love of God which prompted our elec- 
tion to faith was only love in view of Christ' 6 work of redemption for us (al- 
though election itself, of course, unlike justification as a result of Christ's 
work, is only "special" and not "universal.") The only thing one could really do 
here is fault Pieper and company their definition of HaTaXXaooeiv , but then both 
sides also admit that all the word really means is "to change") and if both "changes' 
can be supported by Scripture (God's "change" of heart, from man's viewpoint; and 
the world's "change" of status, from God's viewpoint) and the teaching that results 
from these definitions are identicals the sinful world, hated by God, is now also 
the redeemed and justified world, loved by God — what's the real difference? 

that's more, it also oeems clear to me that for all practical purposes Missouri's 
true definition is: reconclllation=a change of heart in God (from man's point of 
view)=non-lmputation of sins= justification — you can't have one without the others. 
This is seen perhaps best of all in Pieper' s Christian Dogmatics , where he uses the 
terms "objective reconciliation" and "objective justification" interchangeably . So, 
for example, the f ollowingjE'rom Volume III 

All soteriologlcal teaching must be based upon the historical, accom- 
plished fact of the objective reconciliation, or justification, of all 
sinful mankind, namely, that through Christ's vicarious satisfaction 
God has reconciled mankind unto Himself, This reconciliation, as 
Scripture plainly tells us, does not consist in a change of heart in 
man, but in a change of heart in God. God no longer looks upon sin- 
ful man with wrath, but "before His divine tribunal" forgives the sins 
of mankind, does not impute their trespasses unto them . . . And this 
reconciliation is, as has been shown, complete and perfect, extensively 
and intensively, for we certainly have no right to restrict the meaning 
of either the terras "world" (2 Cor. 5il9) and "all men" (Horn. $il8) or 
the terms "not imputing their trespasses" (2 Cor. 5'19) and "justifica- 
tion" (Rom 5:18), Nor do these passages speak merely of a new rela- 
tion between God and man, but they state definitely that God's action 
produced the new relation, God's action in not imputing their sins 
unto men, in forgiving them their sins, in justifying men in His heart. 
This is the meaning of the objective reconciliation, as taught in 2 
Cor. 5:19; Rom. i5»l8: 5*10: *H25." 

Personally, I prefer Hoenecke and Meyer (and, so, the present day Wisconsin Synod 
in general). Their position doesn't need as many "hedges" to protect it from mis- 
understandings and it definitely brings out the proper distinction between Law and 
Gospel with less possibility of confusion. But since Pieper and his true follow- 
ers always presented God's "change of heart" with the proper "hedges" and explana- 
tions — it was never used to try and prove that God wasn' t immutable or that our 
justification was based on anything else but Christ's redemptive work for us — 
one can live with it t just as long as the truth of objective justification is 
never denied or its scriptural basis. These two positions regarding the proper 
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definition of KcrtaAAaogeiv were never considered divisive before and shouldn't be 
now, providing the proper checks and balances are applied to that of Pieper (and 
tfalther and Luther and most of our hymns as welll ). More could no doubt be said to 
this point, but hopefully this will suffice. (Notei Some of the problems generated 
by an exaggeration of the "anthropopathic" view of objective justification is seen 
in the equally "exaggerated" defense necessary to set #k of the now-famous "Koko- 
mo Statements" in an acceptable light. But we are getting ahead of ourselvesl) 

Now back to the"present"of our paper and the year 1917. 

mi 

This is the year that Volume II of Franz Pieper' s monumental Ghrlstllche Dogmatlk 
was published (as previously said, Volumes III and I would be published in 1920 
and 1924, respectively). To say that the doctrine of objective justification plays 
an Important role in his work would be an understatement. With regard to 2 Cor 5il9 
and the objective justification it teaches, Theodore Engelder would write in his 
previously cited article of 1933* " »e do make much of 2 Cor 5*19. It bulks large, 
for instance, in Dr. F. Pieper* s Qhristliche Dogma tik . The objective justification 
bulks large in this as in every other truly Christian dogmatic, and Dr. Pieper likes 
to quote and enlarge on 2 Cor 5il9 in this connection. He quotes it, if we are 
not mistaken in our count, thirty-throe times. "156 

I can't pass on without at least one quote here from Pieper* s classic. Under the 
subheading, "Objective and Subjective Reconciliation," he writes i 

The doctrine of the objective reconciliation is of vital importance to 
the entire Christian doctrine. Only by keeping this doctrine intact 

will the Christian doctrine remain intact. It will be irretrievably 
lost if this doctrine be abandoned. Maintain the teaching that mankind 
had been fully reconciled with God through Christ's obedience and suf- 
fering, and there will be no room left for the multiform error that 
man must himself effect his reconciliation with God in whole or In 
part. The religion or works, as taught by the rationalists, the Romanists, 
the Arminians, and the Modernists, will have no ground left to stand on. 
Discard this doctrine, and you will have to teach that men must supply 
the deficiency in Christ's work. You wllLthen only have to determine 
the quantity and the external pattern of the work -righteousness you 
may deem necessary. Only on the basis of the objective, Christ-wrought 
reconciliation will Gospel and faith retain their Scriptural meaning, 
the Gospel being nothing else than the proclamation and offer of the for- 
giveness of sins purchased by Christ, and saving faith nothing else than 
the simple acceptance of this forgiveness. . . Deny objective reconcili- 
ation and you support the age-old heresy that faith is a meritorious work. 

Dogma tlc3, whose province is to present the Christian doctrine in its 
Scriptural setting, must never fail to set forth the supreme importance 
of the objective, Christ-wrought, perfect reconciliation. It must 
guard this reconciliation against those? who would in any way pervert it 
or tone it down. The doctrine loses its Christian character and be- 
comes pagan work -righteousness as soon as the full reconciliation of 
all men by Christ's vicarious satisfaction is given up. And the prac- 
tical result is that the entire doctrine becomes useless; no con- 
science, truly smitten by the Law of God, will find peace unless in 
faith it puts its sole reliance on the reconciliation which has been 
accomplished by Christ and is proclaimed in the Gospel. 1 57 
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1919 

Moving on ahead, we come to the year 1919 and the publication of a work just 
as monumental In terms of content, if not in size, in the realm of Christian dog- 
matics as Volume II of Fie per. And — wonder of wonders — in English as well! John 
3chall«r*s Biblical Chrlstology should not only be in every pastor's study — it 
should find itself in his hands quite frequently as well. For clear, concise state- 
ments on the doctrine of objective justification you can' t do any better than Schal- 
ler. From his treasure house we offer the following gemsi 

Christ did not die for the world or mankind in the abstract . . . The 
sinner does not make a general salvation applicable to himself by faith | 
if that were true, salvation would not be complete before man performs 
the act of faith. On the contrary, by faith, the individual accepts the 
salvation, propitiation, reconciliation and redemption procured for him 
personally by Christ. Hence this salvation is just as perfect and com- 
plete for those who are finally lost. This is the only reason, but a 
sufficient one, why he that believeth not is damned. Unbelief is the 
rejection of life and salvation achieved and personally intended for 
every unbeliever. ^5° 

(Christ) is actually and truly the only Savior , . . because his achieve- 
ment need not, and cannot be, supplemented in any manner or to any de- 
gree by a sinner or any other creature . . . Hence it Is false to call 
. . . even faith, a condition which man must comply with before salva- 
tion pertains to him. 

Chinee Jesus) in his life, sufferings, and death, took the place of 
each individual human being, his resurrectioni which was his own jus- 
tification, was at the same time the justification of every human be - 
ing , since for them he had died. Sinners are not justified now if they 
believe, but if they have true faith they believe that they have been 
justified in Christ (objective justification). There is no gospel 
(good word J ) for the sinner but this. . . 

Christ was made sin for us by imputation; so we are made the righte- 
ousness of God in him also by imputation. «flth this message Christ 
sends his believers into the world, and by virtue of it, they can in- 
deed forgive sins j for it is true in every case that each sin ^s al- 
ready forgiven in Christ Jesus. Hence unbelief Is the one condemning 
sin, because it denies and rejects this truth; hence, also we are saved 
by way of faith, because. through faith alone can we appropriate salvation 
as the fact which it is. lbU 

It is the normal condition of the believer, Intended by God, that he 
feels certain of his salvation . . . This state of mind is called sub - 
jective justification . This term must not be used as implying that 
God does not justify until the sinner believes. It is properly used, 
however, to express the thought that by faith the sinner becomes per - 
sonally (subjectively) assured of his justification.^"^ 

At this time we will also move ahead to April, 1920, and quote from the article 
which appeared in the "Theologische Quartalschrift" entitled i "The Nature, Orlgen, 
and Effects of Saving Faith" — left unfinished at the time of Schaller's death on 
February 7 of the same year. (This article is found in the 1981 edition of Schal- 
ler's Chrlstology . ) 
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The merit of Christ, i.e., the entire fruit of his redemptive work, 
is offered to the 3inner as a fact in the unconditional forgiveness 
of sins. The fact that Christ achieved salvation, being presented to 
the sinner as a statement of divine truth, can be responded to proper- 
ly in no other way than by confident acceptance. 1 " 2 

Christ's redemption and the forgiveness of sins based upon it, being 
in God, are facts whether we believe them or not. Hence the final and 
enduring comfort of the sinner lies not in the fact that he is consci- 
ous of believing, but in the fact that God's Word assures him of his 
redemption. . . (For those who try and examine themselves for proof 
that they possess faith and in this way weaken their saving trust) the 
only definite and certain help . . . lies in a direct contemplation 
of the gospel declarations of God, which are true whether the sinner 
believes or not. 1 ^ 

The function of faith is that of an organ , or instrument , whereby the 
the gifts of grace are apprehended ... it is altogether misleading 
to call faith a cause of salvation or justification. This would im- 
mediately be understood to Imply that salvation becomes salvation by 
reason of faith, or that faith is a necessary factor of our justifi- 
cation. This cannot be true because salvation and justification are 
divine acts in every respect. The real function of faith is rather 
to make the sinner a conscious possessor of salvation and justifica- 
tion which are facts before, and independently of, the sinner's con- 
version to faith. After beginning to believe the sinner is not more, 
nor more surely, saved and justified than before, but he personally 
enjoys the gift freely bestowed upon him. 

To sav that man believes in order to be justified, is equivalent to 
saying that he has faith in justification in order to be justified. 
, . . justification is not a result of faith since faith finds it ready 
to itr. hand in the redemption of Christ, as a free gift to be accepted. 
Hence the connection between faith and justification is this that God 
not only offers justification but also created that faith in the offer, 
which makes the gift the believer's personal and conscious possession . - 



. . . the relation of faith to justification can be . . , demonstrated 
sufficiently by a reference to the few passages quoted above. The Godo£ 
righteousness is the justifler of him that belleveth in Jesus « Jew and 
Sentllejallke are justified by faith — that is the sum of Paul's teaching 
on this point (Rom 3, 26. 30), God approaches every sinner who hears the 
Gospel with the announcement of the justification earned by Christ, The 
unbeliever hears, but rejects the justifying word of the Gospolj his un- 
belief denies that God Is a justifler indeed. At the moment when faith 
is kindled in the heart, God is Immediately recognized and acknowledged 
as the justifler in fact. — Since justification is the proclamation of 
salvation fully accomplished in Christ, its acceptance by faith insures 
possession of salvation, complete in every respect (Acts l6i3l). " 

Since the Gospel proclaims that we arp actually in the good graces of 
God through Jesus Christ, our Savior, the state of grace, established 
for us by the redemption of Christ is a fact to be -believed because God 
declares it . Faith accepts the state of grace, but does not make or es- 
tablish it. How can we make sure of our calling and election (2 Pt liio), 
except by hearing and following the call, believing what God tells us of 
our election? 1 "? 
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As we move ahead again, there is one item we might mention. In 1922, the Jubilee 
year of the Missouri Synod, it issued a statement, "on the position of the Synod 
with reference to doctrines which have been, and are (192?), more or less in con- 
troversy," 1 ^ entitled "What the Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States during 
the Seventy-five Years of Its Existence has Taught and Still Teaches." Its author 
was Franz Pieper. How does objective justification fare? See if you can find 
it! 

. . . This divine miracle of the incarnation of the Son of God took 
place to the end that He should become the Mediator between God and 
man, namely, that In place of mankind He should fulfill the Law, suf- 
fer and die, and thus reconcile all mankind unto God . Gal. 4, 4.5 1 
3,13; 2 Gor. .5:19. — Of Justification . All its teachings regarding the 
love of God to a sinner-world, regarding the salvation wrought by 
Christ, and regarding faith in Christ as the only way to obtain sal- 
vation, the Scripture sums up in the doctrine of justification . Ho- 
ly Scripture teaches that God does not receive men on a basis of their 
own works, but that without the deeds of the Law, by grace along, on 
account of the jierfect merit of Christ, He justifies them, i.e . , He 
regards as righteous all those who believe that for Christ's sake their 
sins are forgiven them . . . 

There is no specific, clear reference to objective justification here — at least 
not clear considering the past controversies in 1889 and 1905. We can read ob- 
jective justification in because we know what Pieper and Missouri taught elsewhere, 
but this sta1?ment certainly leaves much to be desiredl 

In 1927 the Concordia Cyclopedia was released by Concordia Publishing House. Under 
" Justification" the f ollowipg is found 1 

When God made Him sin for us, 2 Cor. 5»21, it was by imputation. And 
this imputation of our sins was so real, so earnest, that it led to 
the condemnation of Him to whom it was imputed and to the execution of 
the judgment of condemnation, the infliction of the penalty of sin 
according to Law, Rom. 6,23. But by the same judicial act by which 
He pronounced Him guilty whajwas the world's Substitute, God acquitted 
and absolved the world, whose sins and guilt He laid to the charge of 
the Mediator. 2 Cor. 5tl9« Byjthe resurrection of Christ, God from 
His judgment throne pronounced His Son's obedience unto death a per- 
fect atonement and propitiation for all the sins which were imputed 
to Him, the sins of the world. Rom. 4,25. — From all this it appears that 
this objective justification of the world, is by no means Identical with 
the work of redemption. "The redemption of the worM was a sacrifici- 
al work; the justification of the world is a judicial act. By His 
vicarious atonement, His propitiatory sacrifice, Christ is our Right- 
eousness, Jer. 23,6. God's judicial imputation of Ibis righteousness 
to the sinner is our justification, Rom. 5»25» • • 

While I, personally, believe even this definition lacks somepf the desired clarity, 
when the successor to this work would appear in 1954, the following definition 
would replacejthe one cited above 1 

. . . Through Christ God reconciled the world unto Himself. This act 
of God in which He through Christ provided forgiveness of sins for the 
world is called objective justification (Rom 5«i2ff.) Note that object 
tive justification is not identical with the redemption, justification 
being a judicial act and redemption a sacrificial work). ' 
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And If this definition doesn't seen satisfactory,, try the latest edition of the 
Lutheran Gyclppedla (the name taken by the 195^ edition), which appeared in 1975* 
"Through Christ God reconciled the world unto Himself, 2 Oor 5H9. This act of God 
is called objective justification! it is not the same as redemption, justification 
being judicial, redemption sacrificial." 172 

Franz Pieper was called home on June 3i 1931 • In 1932 the Missouri Synod in conven- 
tion adopted its Brief Statement , which was completed in 1931 by a committee created 
In 1929, "to formulate theses, which, beginning with the status controverslae , are 
to present the doctrine of Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions in the shortest 
and simplest manner. "173q Thus we find Pieper's statement of 1922 (together with a 
previous one from 1897) expanded to include a direct reference to the doctrine of 
objective justification in the following 1 

Holy Scripture sums up all its teachings regarding the love of God to 
the world of sinners, regarding the salvation wrought by Christ, and 
regarding faith in Christ as the only way to obtain salvation, in the 
article of justification . Scripture teaches that God has already de- 
clared the whole world to be righteous in Christ, Horn. 5* 19 I 2 Cor. 
5«18-21; Rom. ^»25l that therefore not for the sake of their good works, 
but without the works of the Law, by grace, for Christ's sake, He justi - 
fies , that is, accounts as righteous, all those who believe in Christ, 
that is, believe, accept, and rely on, the fact that for Christ's sake 
their sins are f orgiven.l '3b 

Comparing this statement with that of 1922, it's obvious that the men of the commit- 
tee involved (Franz Pieper, Frederick Samuel Wenger (1878-1963). E. A. Mayer, L. A. 
Heerboth, and Theodore Engelder) had nothing else but objective justification in 
mind when they made the changes and additions here that they did. 

And now we come to 1933 and a "small" public outbreak over objective justification — 
the first hint of the larger storm that will break with the ALC's Declaration of 
1938 and not end officially until 1963,when the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods fin- 
ally withdrew from the Synodical Conference and any further discussion with Missouri 
become a moot point up to the present time. 



VII. Missouri vs. Lenskl. 1933 



In the May issue of 0hio's"The Pastor's Monthly," Lenskl 's article, "The Mediator 
of the New Testament " appeared. The following section is what drew Missouri's ire. 

Romans is very clear 1 "we were reconciled (made completely other) by 
Christ's death while being enemies" , —while still active enemies and 
part of the world, the death of Christ made us and all the world total- 
ly othert in the Instant He died all men were put into a new relation 
to God by God Himself; they were now men for whom Christ had paid, and 
God had accepted the full and complete ransom. 

Next Paul saysi "We, having been reconciled, shall be saved", and now 
fineans having been brought into a personal completely other relation to 
TGod by God, namely faith, and no longer enemies. Thus the objective 
reconciliation covers all men as enemies 1 and the subjective reconci- 
liation, going a step farther, covers all believers. The one is for 
us, outside us, the other in us. 



II Cor. 5*18-20 is badly bungled by many, notably the Missourians . 



(Emphasis mine here!) Preconceived notions violate the highly slgnl- 
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ficant tenses. Paul speaks of himself and his asslstantsi God "the 
One who did reconcile us (not only objectively but also subjectively) 
to Himself through Christ, and did give to us the ministration of this 
reconciliation (the service of preaching it)"— two aorista, past, his- 
torical. Then with u)g ott i "that God was in Christ, engaged in recon- 
ciling the world, by not reckoning to them (individuals) their trans- 
gressions (two present, duratlve, Iterative participles), and having 
deposited in our care the Word of this reconciliation." This is again 
an aoristt He did give us the ministry of this reconciliation—He did 
place in our care the Word of this reconciliation, namely for this our 
ministry. Thus as Christ's ambassadors, Paul adds, we beg youi "Be 
reconciled to Godl" 

Paul writes, after bringing me and my assistants to personal reconci- 
liation andkiving us the ministry and means for bringing other men 
to personal reconciliation, God reaches out through us as His ambassa- 
dors thus to reconcile personally others in the world. Heaven explains 
that this personal reconciling=not reckoning their trespasses to them, 
which in other passages=f orgiving the trespasses. The mediation of Christ 
is completed when those objectively reconciled on Calvary are subjectively 
individually reconciled by faith in the Word about this reconciliation. 

What has been made of this famous passage? This, that on Easter morn- 
ing God forgave all sins to every individual sinner in the world, those 
then already damned in hell, those not yet borni and that this, an act - 
us simplex , is the only justification there ist 1 ?^ 

Theodore Engelder's rejoinder, "Objective Justification," graced the pages of the 
"Concordia Theological Monthly" in July, August and September. We've already 
seen what Engelder had to say about Lenski's concluding remark. He did this in 
his first installment. Engelder began by quoting Lenski and then wrote i 

Dr. Lenski is here protesting, first, against the Missourian teaching 
on the objective justification in general and, secondly, against the 
Missourian interpretation of 2 Cor. 5i 18-20. 

As to the doctrine in general, he repudiates and ridicules, the teach- 
ing that on Easter morning God forgave, really forg_ave, all the world 
all its sins, really truly justified the world. He protests against 
making objective reconciliation, general justification, mean that God 
on Easter morning did actually pronounce the world, all individuals 
making up the world, really innocent of all sin and guilt. He is harkg 
ing back to, and reenacting, the days of 1888 to 1905 • . . The Mlssouri- 
ans did indeed teach that God, by pronouncing Christ, the world's Sub- 
stitute, guilty of the sins of the world and condemning Him to death 
and then, in the resurrection, acquitting Him of all sin and guilt, 
thereby acquitted and absolved the world offlts sin and guilt, John 1, 
29j Rom. *f,25; 5,19; 2 Cor. 5 F 1^.19,21j 1 John 2,2. And they teach 
it to this day. They would close their theological seminaries if they 
were no longer permitted to teach the objective justification. For then 
they could no longer teach the article of justification by faith. If 
the justification of the world, of every individual sinner, is not an 
accomplished fact, we should have to go out and ask the sinner to ac- 
complish it himself. We could not ask him to receive his pardon as 
already issued. We could notiaek him to "believe," to accept the par- 
don already granted and issued. Then there would be no justification 
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"by faith." We cannot give up the article that on Easter morning God 
forgave every sinner his sin and guilt. 1 '-> 

Engelder then shows how this is not just a "Missourian" teaching. He quotes sources 
from Luther to Ohio's own Stellhorn. Then he tackles the matter of only one justi- 
fication which is an " actus simplex" , which we quoted earlier in this paper. 

In his last two installments, Engelder gets down to "the real business at hands" 

Does 2 Cor. 19a and b dual with the objective, universal justification 
(reconciliation) or with the subjective, personal justification (re- 
conciliation)? We take our stand on— and shall unfold— these two pro- 
positions* l) There is that in the text which absolutely excludes 
the reference to the subjective justification. 2) There is nothing 
in the text that forbids the reference to the objective justification. 

Our first proposition is that the word hoouqs and the relation of the 
word q-uiots to its antecedent vetoes the conception that the apostle 
is here describing the subjective justification. Since there is nothing 
in the text to indicate that the apostle wants to restrict, in some way 
or other, the meaning of xcSouos , the world of sinners, the statement 
that God reconciled the world cannot mean anything else than that all 
men, "the world, the whole human race" . . . has been reconciled, jus- 
tified in the forum of God. . . 176 

. . This word Hoanos is of rather an obstinate nature. It refuses 
to do service for the subjective justification— except In that wonder- 
ful mannerjthat it forms the basis and the heart of it, which belongs in 
another chapter or verse. 

In an equally obstinate manner 19b refuses to be taken as a descrip- 
tion of the subjective justification. Here it is the word uuiois 
that protests with a loud voice against such a.^ procedure. The antece- 
dent of auTot s is moouos . "In 2 Cor. 549 auTotg refers to koVuov ," 
( RobertsonVGrammer , p. 683) . . .So, then, you will have to put hop- 
|iO£_ also into 19b» "not imputing the world's trespasses unto the world." 1 "/ 

The attempt to put the subjective justification into the urj-toYi.Co'uevos 
clause breaks down by force of the autoTs . . . xdonov . To put it 
there requires a process of muddled thought in the mind of the inter- 
preter and of course in the mind of the apostle. . . 

Take the case of Dr. Lenski. " <k oth 'that God was in Christ, engaged 
in reconciling the world, by not reckoning to them (individuals) their 
transgressions . . Paul writes, after bringing me and my assistants 
to personal reconciliation and giving us the ministry and means for 
bringing other men to personal reconciliation, God reaches out through 
us as His ambassadors thus to reconcile personally others in the world." 
God engaged in reconciling the world , by. reconciling some ! The apostle 
certainly was not able to think such a thought. 1 ' 8 

. . . The words ho 0^0 v and auxoTs ( equlvalentlto xoouoc ) absolute- 
ly preclude the reference to the subjective justification. That was 
our first proposition. We now come to our second proposition! There 
is nothing in the text that forbids the reference to the objective jus- 
tification, that calls for the subjective justification. In discus- 
sing this second proposition, we are in a manner taking on an opus 
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supererogatlonis . Our first proposition has settled the case once for 
all. The koVuov - autoic leaves no room here for the subjective jus- 
tification. We are frank to say that we approach the second proposi- 
tion with our mind made up, with a preconceived notion of the right 
sort. We know a priori that there is something wrong with the arguments 
presented by the proponents of the subjective-justification interpre- 
tation ... In arguing their case, they must needs accuse the apostle 
of having used the term *.6a\ioz as the object of justification when 
he actually did not mean the world .. . 

. . . They will have to Bhow us something in the text which forces 
the conclusion i The apostle could not have had the objective justifi- 
cation in PiRd, though he did unfortunately use the misleading term 
world . . . 179 

According to Engelder, the opposition's argument is "based on the fact that the 
present participle is employed in 2 Cor. 5,19a and b, while vv. 18 and 19c the 
aorist participle is used. "^80 with this in mind, the argument thus rests on 

one of two considerations, either on the^lleged fact that the apostle 
is using the present participles of v. 19 as equivalent to verbs in the 
present tense or on the use of the Greek present participle as express- 
ing linear, durative, iterative action. 

The argument in the first form would run thusi The fact that in 19a 
and b the present tense is used precludes the concept of the objec- 
tive justification , which deals with a fact finished and completed 
)in the past. In other words i If the apostle had the objective jus- 
tific ation in mind, he would have had to use the aorist participle, the past 
) tense , not the present participle, the present tense. . .181 

Engelder dismisses the participle Haxakkiaauv from consideration here. 

It cannot possibly indicate the present tense. The phrase ?jv KaxaA - 
Xaoaov is either the periphrastic imperfect (most exegetes taking it 
thus) , and then it describes a past action, in no way pointing to the 
present time, as little as f\v 6i6doHcov (Mark 1,22) or ?jv Tipooeuxo- 

HEvov (Luke 1,10) permits the notion of subsequent, present action. 
Or 8zd<; rjv e v Xpiaxff m ay be taken as a sentence by Itself (thus Luther 
and others), the Hq-cctXAdaacov serving as a simple participle. But in 
that case also it cannot be made to Indicate present time. For what 
would be the sense of the statement i God was in Christ, reconciling, 
at the present time , the world? We do not know whether any man has ever 
offered such an interpretation. So we need now Haste time in showing 

its impossibility. . . 182 

As for the position that ^oyiC^uevos has the force of a verb in the present tense. 

Our answer to this Is, first of alii It must be shown that the present 
participle here must be taken as a verb in the present tense. It is 
not sufficient to show that it can be so taken. The assertion is made 
that it is a bungling of the text to make the statement "not imputing 
their trespasses unto them" refer to an act of the past. It must there- 
fore be shown that the text forbids us to "make the urj XoyiCoukvos an 
imperfect by the nv ." The rules of the Greek grammar do not forbid 
it. The grammarians tell us that "as the aorist participle is time - 
less and punctlliar, so the present participle is timeless and dura- 



tive" and "that the time comes from the principal verb." (A.T. Robertson, 
A Grammar of the Greek New Testament , pp. 1115.891.) According to this 
rule the XoviCo'uevoc is determined as to time by the rjv . In speaking 
of God's not-imputing of trespasses, the apostle has an act of the past 
in mind. That is the common Greek usage, . . If in 2 Gor. 5»19b the 
participle "is not made an imperfect by the rjv ," we have a most remark- 
able exception to the rule. . . So we are going to keep on taking the 
\oy lC<5uevos as applying to an act of the past because of the rjv . Who- 
ever objects to that must point out some good reason why Paul here de- 
parted from the common rule. And let us remember that the rule is so 
well established that only reasons of the very strongest kind could 
justify the exception. (We shall, of course, always bear in mind that 
all attempts to change the objective justification into the subjective 
justification are predestined to come to grief on the rock xdouog . )*^3 

So much for the first part of our answer* No reason can be assigned 
why Paul should have given, contrary to the established usage, the 
present participle the force of a verb In the present tense. But we 
have another answer to give. Thisi Even if it could be shown that 
\QYiCotiEvos has the force of a verb in the present tense, that would 
not militate against the objective justification. Meyer (Heinrich 
August Wilhelm, 1800-1873* German exegete and grammarian) takes it as 
referring to the present and still finds it descriptive of the objec- 
tive justification! '" Since He does not reckon (present) to them their 
sins and has deposited (aorist) in us the Word of Reconciliation .' The 
former is the altered judicial relation into which God has entered and 
in which He stands to the sins of menj the latter is the measure a- 
dopted by God by means of which the former is made known to men." 
We have no objection to this Interpretation on dogmatical grounds. 
The objective justification is in force to-day. That means, exactly 
as Meyer puts it, that the sins of the world were forgiven on Easter 
flay, objectively, and are forgiven today, objectively. The judgment 
pronounced then is the judgment of to-day t 

Engelder then turned to 

. . . the argument of the second form, which is built on the fact that 
the Greek present participle denotes durative, linear action and the 
aorist participle punctiliar action. The argument is, as far as we can 
see i Since the clause uses a present participle, while the 

■fte*uevos clause and the other clauses use the aorist participle, the 
X.oyiCouevo'; clause cannot, likejthe other clauses, refer to a past, 
accomplisehd act; the apostle would have had to change the XoviCduev - 
££ into the aorist if he had had an accomplished act in mind. "Two 
aorists, past, historical. — God was in Christ, engaged in reconciling 
the world, by not reckoning to them (individuals) their transgressions 
(two present, durative, iterative participles) and having deposited 
in our care the Word of this reconciliation. This is again an aorist." 
First of all, we move to strike out the "iterative," Simply for this 
reasons While the present participle expresses durative action, It 
does not always express iterative action. . . since the argument is 
that the present participle compels the subjective -justification 
sense, it would hxve to be shown that the present participle invaria- 
bly denotes iteration. That cannot be shown. (Engelder refers to Mk 
1^*5^, " rjv ouvxa^uEvoc ." and HA. S«7iH , " touc avLafWvnur ") . . 
. let us drop the "iterative" and confine ourselves to the"durative."l85 
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. . . The apostle might have used the aorist participle. But does his 
use of the present participle inject a strange, monstrous, unscriptural 
notion into the matter? "God was In Christ, reconciling the world." 
God reconciled the world through the vicarious birth, circumcision, 
life, suffering, and death of Jesus. The reconciliation was effected 
by the life andcfeath, and sealed and proclaimed by the resurrection, 
of Christ— and all of this made up the objective reconciliation, the 
universal justification. Every act in the life of Christ had to do 
with it. When Christ was circumcised, and when He was crucified, 
God was viewing all human beings as paying the penalty of their sins. 
When Christ was crucified, God saidi The sins of the world are no 
longer imputed to them. When He raised Christ, He declaredi All men 
may know that their sins are no longer imputed to them ... We shall 
not be dogmatic about this. Some may know of a better interpretation. 
But we do say that the interpretation given violates no law of Greek 
grammar and no teaching of Scripture. It agrees with grammer and Scrip- 
ture. It is a possible interpretation, and that is all we need in or- 
der to establish our present case. We are combating the argument that 
the use of the present participle cannot possibly yield a good sense 
If the objective justification is meant. 1°° 

To sum up i The use of the present participle does not require the 
subjective-justification Interpretation; and the use of the xdouov 
.. . autols forbids it. And say what you will on the matter of the 
use of the present participle in connection with the aorist partici- 
ple, — confess your Inability to account for it if need be, — but say 
not one word in favor of having the non-imputation of their trespas- 
ses cover only the believers. Per Text - - cruTots =xdqucK — steht zu 
gewaltlg da t 18 ? 

As a part of his concluding remarks, Engelder quotes from what Lenski had to say 
about 2 Cor. 5114-21 in his Eisenach Epistle Selections , demonstrating how con- 
fusing he could be to deal with. 

(Lenski writes) "The autoTs . unto them , points to the individual 
sinners which make up the sum total called 'world* and in napg- 
TtTuiugTa likewise their guilt is viewed as a raul_titude of trespasses, 
not as one single mass of sin* So we may say, every single sin of every 
single sinner was laid on Christ, and so is not now charged against the 
sinner by a reconciled God; if one single, sin were so charged against 
you or me, our hope of salvation would be shut out from the start. The 
universal non-imputation here spoken of as the direct result of God's 
reconciling act and as embracing every sinner as included already in 
the 'world' must be clearly distinguished from the personal non-Impu- 
tation of sin which takes place only for those sinners who personally 
accept Christ and the reconciliation effected lrlhim. The latter is 



based on the former and is always connected with faith; and it Is the 
latter w'.iich is called 'justification,' or 'justification by faith,' 
in the constant language of Scripture, of our Confessions, and of our 
preaching and teaching generally (Rom. 3»28; 4,7*8; etc.)." We here 
find ourselves in substantial agreement with Dr. Lenski. . . We do 
not accept his statement that "justification" denotes only the subjec- 
tive justification in the constant language of Scripture (see Rom. 5» 
18.19; 4,25) and of our Confessions . . . ; but on the main point we 
are In hearty agreement. We agree with him that 2 Cor. 5#19 speaks 
of the universal non-imputation of trespasses as embracing every sin- 
ner as included already in the "world" ; and he cannot but agree with 
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with us that on Easter morning God non-imputed, forgave, all sins to 
every individual sinner in the world. 

It will do no harm to give the rest of Dr. Lenski's statement. He 
proceeds: "If we use ' justlf lcatlon' also for the former act, we 
must guard carefully against confusing the two, the more as some have 
failed grievously in this respect." A footnote here states i "The 
mistake here referred to consists of making the justification of the 
world, which took place at the death of Christ, the only justifying 
act of God, thus leaving no room for the act by which God pronounces 
each individual sinner free from guilt the moment he comes to faith. 
This error is aided by the faulty terminology i 'objective justifica- 
tion' and 'subjective justification. ' Usually the former is taken to 
mean God's justifying sentence regarding the whole world. The best 
name for this, If on^ wishes to speak of it as a justification, is 
universal justification . By the second they who use the term general- 
ly mean the appropriation of 'objective justification' through faith. 
It Is apparent at a glance that 'subjective justification' in this 
sense is no act of God at all, but merely a change that takes place 
In us. Here the faultiness of these terms appears. When God pro- 
nounces a poor sinner who believes in Christ free from guilt, this is 
altogether an objective act of God, one that takes place outside of 
us, in heaven above. The name for this is personal justification 
..." The "mistake" here referred to deals with a myth, which has 
been sufficiently dealt with in the July number offthis magazine. As 
to the "faulty terminology," we need not discuss the matter now. The 
author himself, in the Pastor's Monthly , uses similar terms I " objec - 
tive reconciliation," " subjective reconciliation." We have not the 
least aversion to the terms universal justification, personal justi- 
fication. We shall not quarrel about terms, seeing that we are a- 
greed on the main matter Involved. 1 88 

Lenski would continue to be"f rustrating" for orthodox Lutherans, long after his 
death on August 14, 1936. How could he speak as he did and yet oppose objec- 
tive justification? He certainly must have been astute enough to recognize what 
his opponents really meant by the terml But Lenski's final judgment would always 
remain, "Nowhere in the Bible Is any man constituted or declared righteous without 
faith, before faith ; all asservatlons and argumentations to the contrary notwith- 
standing."^? 

In the same year as his death, Lenski' s commentary on Romans was published. In 
19^0 J. P. Meyer would quote, among others, the following! 

The great theme of Romans is the Sinner's Personal Justification by 
Faith. That the basis of this personal justification is Christ's blood 
jand rlgheousness, effective for the whole world on the day that he died 



and r ose again, Paul brings out in many places, beginning with 3,22 etc. 
Especially notable Is 5»10-H iwhere we have Paul's own term for what 
Christ has done: vtaTuAXayn" ( Ha-iaXKaaaLiv ) , "reconciliation" ("to recon- 
cile"). This reconciliation embraced the whole world of sinners and 
was thus "without faith, prior to and apart from faith." When Christ 
died on the cross he cried: TET:eXEo8gL , "It lias been finished!" (i.e., 
and stands so forever). Then and there the whole world of men was re- 
conciled to God by Christ. The resurrection of Christ only corrobor- 
ated the tremendous fact of the world's reconciliation. The Scripture 
terra for this is nataXKayri , "reconciliation," the whole world of sin- 
ners was made completely other ( aXKoq { Head i s perfective). Christ's 
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resurrection shows that God accepted Christ's sacrifice for the world, 
that Christ's blood had, indeed, reconciled the whole world to God, 

One may call God's raising up of Christ God's declaration to this effect, 
and, because it is such a declaration, one may call it "the universal 
justification of the whole world." Yet to use the word "justification" 
in this way is not a gain, for it Is liable to confuse the ordinary 
man; we are fully satisfied with the Scriptural word "reconciliation." 
Based on this auoXiiTptoaig ("ransoming") or HaiaXhayn ("reconciliation"), 
3:24j5«11, is the individual's Personal Justification in the instant 
the power of the gospel brings a sinner to faith. 

When it is thus correctly used, we may speak of allgemelne Rechtfertl - 
guog and of persoenllche Recfttfertlif^ung . Since both are equally objec- 
tive, both judicial declarations made by God in heaven, it should be 
seen that it is confusing to call the one "objective justification" 
and the other "subjective justification." This terminology is inexact, 
to say no more. In these high and holy matters inexactness in termi- 
nology Is certainly to be avoided. 

The darter is that by use of the term "subjective justification" we may 
lose the objective divine act of God by which he declares the indivi- 
dual sinner righteous £x hloteok; zlc tuoxiv in the instant faith (em- 
bracing Christ) is wrought in him, leaving only the one divine decla- 
ration regarding the whole world of sinners, calling this an actus sim - 
plex , the only forensic act of God, and expanding this to mean that 
God declared every sinner free from guilt when Christ was raised from 
the. dead, so many millions even before they were born, irrespective 
of faith, apart from and without faith. This surely wipes out "justi- 
fication by faith alone," of which the Scriptures speak page after page. 
No sinner is declared righteous by God save by faith alone. Only his 
faith is reckoned to him for righteousness. This righteousness Is the 
theme of Romans which so mightily emphasizes ex nCozEwq el; hlotiv 
and 6ifr nCoxcws . Any confusion on this supreme matter is bound to 
entail serious consequences. ^90 

Didn't Lenski listen to what Missouri had said to him about objective justifica- 
tion in 1905 and again in 1933? Because of the way Lenski strives to protect what 
he sees as a denial of an "objective" subjective justification, Meyer can write, 
"In the closing words of the quotation, Dr. Lenski comes dangerously close to de- 
nying the doctrine itself "^l.-despite what Lenski said about the reconciliation 
just sentences beforel Meyer also writes t 

What is reconciliation? No better answer can be .riven than the one 
given by Dr. Lenski. He explains the verb etymologicallyj "In xaxaX- 
XaoaELv the xaxd is perfective, and the root of the verb Is g\Aoc ' 
''to make thoroughly other" . . . About the matter itself he saysi "Re- 
conciliation . . • signifies that through Christ's death God changed 
our status . By our enmity, our sin, our ungodliness (all synonymous) 
we had gotten ourselves into the desparate status that deserved nothing 
from God but wrath, penalty, damnation, and unless God did something to 
change this our status , it would compel him to treat us thus. By means 
of Christ's death ( 6 La ) God changed this into an utterly different 
status, one that despite our enmity, etc., enabled him to go on com- 
mending to us his love, this very love that changed our status, this 
love, that impelled Christ to die for us hostile enemies of God . . • 
A change had to take place on our case, and we could not make it our- 
selves, God had to make it. It took the sacrificial death of his Son 
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to do it. . . . Being enemies we were reconciled to God. This Is the 
objective act . It wrought a change with or upon these enemies, not 
within them. It as yet did not turn their enmity into friendship, did 
not make the world the kingdom. It changed the unredeemed into the re - 
deemed world . The instant Christ died the whole world of sinners was 
changed completely. It was now a world for whose sin atonement had 
been made, no longer a world with sins una toned" . . , 

Dr. Lenski is right in stressing the objectiveness of reconciliation, 
which stands entirely independent of our personal, subjective appro- 
priation of this blessing by faith. But if we bear in mind that Paul 
uses this term to illumine what he had said about justification, the 
conclusion becomes Inescapable that just as reconciliation is objec- 
tive so must justification be, otherwise the explanation would be mis- 
leading. 

. . . That reconciliation is essentially the same as justification 
Paul shows also by defining both in the same terms. Justification 
he defines by quoting from the 32nd Psalm i Blessed is the man to whom 
the Lord will not impute sin (Rom. ^,8). Justification is the impu- 
tation of the righteousness of Christ, or the non-imputation of sin. 
Reconciliation he defines in this wayi God was in Christ reconciling 
the world unto himself, not Imputing their trespasses unto them (2 
Cor. 5»i9). Reconciliation, like justification, Is the non-imputation 
of sin. 192 

I suppose all we can say now is that it's a shame Lenski couldn't conceive of both 
an objective and subjective justification where the subjective justification was 
just as "objective" as the objective when it came to God's verdict. How much better 
his excellent commentaries would have been and how less labored some of his exegei- 
ical mechanics when it comes to the loci for objective justification. (At this 
time I might also say that I can't help but wonder if Lenski didn't have a parti- 
cularly wry sense of humor — he dedicated his commentary on Romans (seat of 5x18,19 
and 4i25) to Concordia Seminary, St. Louisj his commentary of 2 Corinthians (seat 
of 5*19) to our own Seminary in Thiensville (Mequon),) 

One last comment before we leave 1933, Lenski and Engelder. For the past 30 years 
efforts had been continuing, in varying degrees, to unite in church fellowship the 
Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo Synods— now, In 1933, the American Lutheran Church—and the 
members of the Synodical Conference— in 1933» the Missouri, Wisconsin, Slovak and 
Norwegian Synods. It is in view of the progress that had been made that Engelder 
wrote: 

It would be a sad thing if the readers of the Pastor's Monthly should 
get the impression that the Missourians teach a strange doctrine with 
regard to the objective justification, a doctrine jeopardizing the 
article of justification by faith. There was a time when there was 
disagreement on this matter. Later there seemed to be general agree- 
ment. When the Intersynodical Theses were drawn up (1928 — a revision 
of the Chicago Theses of 1925) , the weighty differences between the sy- 
nods were thoroughly discussed, but the representatives of the Ohio 
and Iowa synods did not find that the Missourians were in error on the 
subject of the objective (universal) justification in its relation to the 
the subjective (personal) justification. In the light of statements like 
the one quoted from T he Eisenach Epistle Selections there was no need 
of it. So the Intersynodical Theses did not take up the matter. Why 
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should It be brought up now? Do not drive the synods farther apart 
than they arel One of the purposes of the present articles Is to 
forestall the spread of any misconception of the position of the Mls- 
sourians in this matter. * 93 

My problem, and the one many others would shortly come to share and v raise their 
voices in protest, is with Engelder's question, "So the Inter synod leal Theses did 
not take up the matter. Why should It be brought up now? Bo not drive the synods 
farther apart than they are nowl" Indeed, it had to be brought up for the very rea- 
son that Lenskl could talk as he didl 

This whole matter of what to say and not to say In the interest of Lutheran unity 
would soon come to center on the ALC's Declaration , adopted by both the ALC and 
Missouri In 1938, and later the Common Confession of 19^9. adopted by both bodies 
in 1950, and Common Confession. Part II of 1953. adopted by the ALC but never by 
Missouri as a "functioning basic document" toward establishing fellowship. Here we 
hearken back to the words of V. Koren In 1867 » 

Nor is" the unity of the Spirit preserved in the bond of peace" when 
men let things slide and run lightly over all difficulties and over 
the doctrines in which they are not agreed. Perhaps in this way the 
unity of the flesh Is preserved, but not that of the Spirit. The u- 
nitv of the Spirit is preserved only by obedience to the Spirit's tes- 
timony} and only this testimony, the Word, can establish it where 
it is missing. 1 9^ 

Any attempts to do less than what the Norwegian Synod did in the 1860's would draw 
the laud and earnest protest of their spiritual brethren in the 1930's, A '50's and 
'60's, and is still the case today. As Koren also saldi ,J K>'s, 

It has not been our aim to negotiate an agreement on paper or in word 
alone, but in spirit and in truth. Therefore we have used such ex- 
pressions as were not only In and of themselves correct, but, in ad- 
dition, in the same way also set the matter at the point where we could 
be certain that no one but he who in his heart perceives the truth 
would agree with them. 1 95 

And now, onward! 

VIII. The Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods vs. Missouri, 1938-1963 

The ALC Declaration and a General Overview of the Period Under Discussion 

In 193*4- the ALC resumed the negotiations toward doctrinal unity with Missouri which 
its constituent synods had carried on previously. In 1935 Missouri established a 
Committee on Lutheran Church Union. In 1938 the Missouri Synod resolved, "to de- 
clare^he Brief Statment of the Missouri Synod, together with the Declaration of 
the Representatives of the American Lutheran Church and the entire report of Com- 
mittee No. 16 now being read and with the Synod's actions thereupon, be regarded as 
the doctrinal basis for future Church fellowship between the Missouri Synod and the 
ALC." The ALC adopted the Brief Statement and the Declaration . And the protests 
were quick to arrive on a number of points — the doctrine of objective justification 
one of them. 

Pages could be written about the history of this period, from now until 1963. 1 
will do my best to confine myself purely to the Issue of objective justification. 
The following facts are merely provided as a quick, historical overview. 
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In 1939 "The Confessional Lutheran" began publication, issued by concerned Missourl- 
ans. 

The 1940 conventions of the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods Informed Missouri of their 
grave concern and misgivings in connection with the Declaration * 

The 194-1 convention of the Missouri Synod instructed its Union Committee to formu- 
late one document in which "we do not mean to dispense with any doctrinal state- 
ments of our Brief Statement ." 

In 1946 the Doctrinal Affirmation , prepared by Missouri and basically a combination 
of the Brief Statement and Declaration , was presented to the ALC and declared un- 
satisfactory. 

In 1947 Missouri reaffirmed the Brief Statement but declared that the Declaration 
of 1938 should no longer be considered as a basis for establishing fellowship. It 
instructed its Committee on Doctrinal Unity "to make every effort to arrive ulti- 
mately at one document which is scriptural, clear, concise-, and unequivocal." This 
committee met with the synods of the Synodical Conference, then with the Fellow- 
ship Committee of the ALC (May ?, 1948). In December of 1949 the Common Confes - 
sion was unanimously approved by both committees. 

The Common Confession was accepted by the Missouri Synod in June of 1950 ! by the 
American Lutheran Church in October. 

In 1951 the Orthodox Lutheran Conference was formed by protesting Mlssourians, led 
bv Dr. Paul Edward Kretzmann ( 1883-1965), a professor at Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louis, from 1926 to 19^6. 

The protest of the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods continued, declaring themselves 
^embers of the Synodical Conference " In statu confesslonis " in 1952. 
In February, 1953, Part II of the Common Confession was adopted by the official 
committees of the ALC and Missouri Synod. The purpose of Part II was to sup- 
plement and clarify what now became "Part I" I 

The ALC adopted Common Confession, Part II , in 195^. 

In 1955 the Norwegian Synod broke fellowship with Missouri, 

In 1956 the LC-MS convention resolved that "the Common Confession (Parts I and II) 
be not regarded or employed as a functioning basic document toward the establishment 
of altar and pulpit fellowship with other church bodies" and "that the Common Con - 
fession , one document composed of Parts I and II, be recognized as a statement in 
harmony with the Sacred Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions." 

In 1957 • when the Wisconsin Synod did not break fellowship with Missouri, the 
first group of pastors and congregations left, calling themselves the "Interim 
Conference," becoming the Church of the Lutheran Confession in I960. 

In 1961 the Wisconsin Synod broke fellowship with Missouri. 

In 1963 both the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods withdrew from the Synodical Confer- 
rence, in part as a result of controversy concerning the very doctrine that helped 
bring it into existence. 

Just to complete the picture, Missouri finally declared fellowship with the ALC v and 
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broke It again In 1981 after a period of "fellowship in protest." And now back to 
1938 and what the ALG's Declaration didn' t have to say about objective justification! 

The Declaration of the Representatives of the American Lutheran Church 

Under "II. Universal Plan of Salvation, Predestination and Conversion," the Declara - 
tion states 1 

a. We confess that there is an eternal divine plan of salvation according 
to which God before the beginning of time resolved to prepare salvation 
for all through Christ (Acts 2i23; ^»28; 1 Pet. Ii20; cf. 2 Cor. 5»l8), 
and to appropriate the salvation prepared for all mankind to all men 
through Word and Sacrament (Luke l4il6-24j Matt. Ili28{ John 12i32{ 1 
Tim. 2»*f-7). To this end it is His purpose by His Word to work in all 
men true repentance and creatively to produce saving faith in them 
(2 Cor. 4:6| Eph. 2i10j 1 Pet. 1»23), not irrestibly but in all cases 
with the same seriousness and the same power (Luke l i fi23i Is. 55 *10 1 H ) • 
To this end He also purposes to justify those who have come to faith , 
to preserve them in faith, and finally to glorify them (1 Cor. 2i7; 
1 Pet. 1«5)» which, however, does not exclude, but rather includes, 
that those who have come to faith must at all times work out their 
own salvation with fear and trembling (Phil. 2il2; Heb. 3»1^! Col. 
1:23). To this universal plan of salvation, revealed in Christ and 
proclaimed in the Scriptures, all Christians must adhere. 1 °" 

The problem is clear already, isn't it! Does this confession make it perfectly clear 
that the ALC believes and teaches that in Christ God has actually already declared 
the whole world righteous in his sight and forgiven all men all their sins? Ah — 
but doesn't the Brief StatWnt , which the ALC accepted at the same time it accepted 
this Declaration , ensure that this is the case when it says, "Scripture teaches that 
God has already declared the whole world righteous in Christ"? There are some in 
Missouri today who claim that this only teaches a potential righteousness for the 
whole world! And, besides, the ALC convention which accepted the Brief Statement 
also said that it had to be "viewed in the light of our Declaratlon."19? 

In his essay that appeared in the January, 19^0, "Quartalschrif t," but which he had 
prepared earlier, J, P. Meyer writes of his concern! "Since Dr. Lenskl's Interpre- 
tation of Romans appeared in 1936, It was ray intention to write a brief article on 
the Scripture basis for the doctrine of so-called objective justification. Since 
the publication of the Declaration of the Representatives of the American Lutheran 
Church a re study of this doctrine has become imperative. "198 Meyer wrote of the 
concern which was shared by all those who raised their voices in protest when many 
in Missouri were willing to accept the ALC's position. 

What does the A.L.C. Declaration state when thus viewed as a proper 
interpretation, emendation, supplement to the Brief Statement ? It 
presents justification as an act which God performs regarding such as 
"have come to faith." The deviation from the Brief Statfnent is two- 
fold! justification is performed on individuals only, while the Brief 
Statement speaks of a justification of '"the whole world" j and again, 
faith is in some way a prerequisite for justification, while the Brief 
Statement holds it to be merely the receiving organ which "accepts" 
forgiveness as an accomplished "fact". °° 



Meyer's conclusion! 
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Since the A.L,G. Declaration deemed it necessary to speak of justifi- 
cation at all, but in terms differing from those used in the Brief 
Statement , their somewhat vague reference demands of us a close scru- 
tiny! Do they assign to faith its proper function in justification ; 
and do they perhaps altogether eliminate objective justification? We 
are not ready to have it eliminated or ignored . . . the A.L.C. De - 
claration , purporting to be an explanatory and supplementary confes- 
sion of doctrine, is guilty of indefinite and misleading expressions, 
whereby the whole subject matter is made doubtful. 20 " 

-{■'St 

In the second part of his essay, which appeared in April, Meyer dealt^with Lenskl 
and Rom 5il9 and then the part faith plays in justification. He also wrote I 

In passing we call attention to the far-reaching consequences a deni- 
al of objective justification will have on the doctrine of the means 
of grace. By announcing the full grace of God in every conceivable 
form they encourage the despairing sinner to take new hope, then in- 
cite faith in the blessings they announce. They draw the attention 
of the sinner entirely away from his own misery and teach him to fix 
it firmly on the promise of God, and on the promise of God alone. 

Now assume that the Gospel promise were made in this way l The moment 
you believe , God will forgive your sins. Where shall the poor sinner 
turn for assurance? To the means of grace? These means, by their 
very announcement, direct his attention to himself. What, if he cannot 
believe? What, if in spite of his most strenuous effortB he cannot de- 
tect the slightest traces of faith in his heart? Any Christian who 
has any experience in the battles of life will agree that our great- 
est difficulty is to believe that we believe. The Gospel announce- 
ment together with the double seal of the sacraments is at times bare- 
ly sufficient to overcome our doubts, our hesitation, and to give us 
such assurance. If instead of fixing our attention solely on the Gos- 
pel as the power of God unto salvation we are led to gaze into our 
own heart, that deceitful and desperately wicked thing, we are doomed. 

The danger lurking in the clause* "God purposes to justify those whohoye- 
come to faith", even in its modified f oral "In the moment in which man 
comes to faith", is a very real one . . . °* 

Meyer' 8 final, personal conclusion! "From the foregoing it should be clear that the 
church does well to guard vigilantly the article of objective justification. If 
the church loses its sensitiveness, if it in the least becomes callous on this 
score, it stands in danger of losing the Gospel." 

What was Missouri's fault? Not that she denied the truth of objective justifica- 
tion. Many fine testimonies can be found listed in the chronological bibliography 
at the conclusion of this paper, treasures of human expression concerning this 
scriptural doctrine, Missouri's error lay in the fact that she wasn't willing to 
require those who wised to fellowship with her to speak as unequivocably with re- 
spect to objective justification as she had in the past and did at this time. Unr 
fortunately, as time went on more and more in Missouri began to mimic the speech 
of her would-be partners in church fellowship. 

Both Wisconsin and the Norwegian Synods tried their hardest to point out Missouri's 
wandering from the straight path she had previously followed, as did the writers of 
"The Confessional Lutheran." In a special edition cf the "Lutheran Sentinel," enti- 
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tied, "In the Interest of Truth," which appeared on August 27, 19^3, Sigurd 
Christian Ylvisaker (1884-1959), then president of Bethany Lutheran College and ed- 
itor of the "Sentinel" , reminded his readers of how discussion concerning this doc- 
trine went back to i860 and how "the point of disagreement is one on account of 
which also our Norwegian Synod has suffered much abuse." Ylvisaker wrote i 

In presenting the doctrine of Justification (i.e., of the Forgiveness 
of Sins), it has been found convenient and necessary to distinguish 
between an objective and a subjective justification. . . . Through 
this full presentation in the Gospel doctrine of justification, the 
sinner receives the full comfort of the Gospel} for then the pastor may 
say to the sinneri Christ died for all sins and sinners, also for you; 
God has already in Christ forgiven your sins and has forgiven you, and 
there is nothing you can add or need to add to this work of Christ or 
this grace of God; take this, receive this, believe this, trust in 
this, make this forgiveness yours by a living faith, so that you may 
enjoy the full pardon which has already been granted you. ^03 

He explained that the teaching of the opponents on this point 

... is the familiarj "first a man must believe, then he is justified, 
then he receives the forgiveness of sins." The pure grace ofjthe Gospel 
says: In Christ you are forgiven through no merit or worthiness of yours, 
without condition, without words. But a conditioned Gospel, says i God 
will forgive you, if you believe. The pure Gospel saysi Believe it 
when the Gospel tells you that your sins have been blotted out by Christ 
and that God looks upon you in Christ as one who has not sinned. The 
conditioned Gospel saysi Believe, and then God will for Christ's sake 
wash your sins away, forgive you and make you His Own. w 

Due to the fact that, as of yet, there was "no clear proof that the American Luther- 
an Church has dropped its former error on this point," Ylvisaker wrote i 

On this background he would be a careless watchman on the walls of 
Zion who did not mark the fact that the Declaration of the American 
Lutheran Church has only this to say on the doctrine of Justification! 
"To this end He also purposes to justify those who have come to faith" 
— not all men, then, as lsfslearly taught in II Cor. 5tl9» quoted above. 
These words are plainly a restatement of the old errors "First a man must 
believe, then- he is justified." This presentation of the doctrine of Jus- 
tification is a serious mis-statement, the more so when it is included 
in a paragraph which sets out to explain the Universal Plan of Salvation. 
The Scriptures says "God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto him- 
self, not imputing (therefore, forgiving) their (referring again to the 
world ) trespasses unto them." The Declaration limits this justifying 
act of God to "those who have come to faith." 

Ihe resolution adopted by our Synod in June calls this by the plain 
term "false doctrine." An official committee of our Synod, soon af- 
ter the 1938 resolutions were published, met with a committee of the 
Missouri Synod, and there presented the same view, and were asi.ured 
that these words must be changed. In later committee meetings the 
point has been urged repeatedly. To this day no change has been made 
in this wording. As fellow -members of the Synodical Conference we dare 
not let our testimony in this matter be dulled so that we, too; must 
share the responsibility for this wrong confession. Thus our Synod 



94 



had only one course left, namely, officially as a synod to appeal to our 
brethren to revoke the resolution of 1938 by which the Declaration was ac- 
cepted. 2 °5 

Undoubtedly it was easier for the Norwegian Synod to move faster and more decisive- 
ly in its dealings with Missouri than it was for Wisconsin, due to Its size and the 
fact that it didn't have as many ties with Missouri as Wisconsin had. Many fault 
Wisconsin for waiting until 196l to break fellowship with Missouri when the Norwe- 
gian Synod did it six years earlier, But a different timetable and different needs 
according to judgments made on the basis of Christian love and concern do not ne- 
cessarily mean less love for Christian truth. 

In November of 19^3, in the "Concordia Theological Monthly" under "Miscellanea," 
William Frederick Arndt (1880-195?) • a member of Missouri's Union Committee, tried 
to calm the fears of those opposed to the statement, "God purposes to justify those 
that have come to faith." His main comfort for them» "One must not forget that 
they speak of subjective justification." 206 With this in mind, then the unpreju- 
diced judge will have to admit, "that when logical sequence is considered, the cre- 
ation of faith precedes justification, although in point of time there is no in- 
terval between them." 20 ? Pointing to Lutheran theologians as well as to Bible 
passages that proceed in this logical sequence, Arndt concludes. 

The above, I hold, has shown conclusively that the sentence under dis- 
cussion is acceptable and satisfactory. Certainly, if the Bible itself 
uses such terminology, we cannot say that the doctrine of pure grace is 
jeopardized by this mode of speaking} and that the Lutheran teachers of 
the past were not averse to using expressions identical wit^gor simi- 
lar to, the one before us the quotations have demonstrated • 

What Arndt said may well be true, but it offered little comfort for the concerned 
Christian who wanted to make sure those who sought union with him held the doctrine 
now which they had previousl y denied for h$ years and morel "The Confessional Luth- 
eran" had this to say to Arndt t 

We can not agree with Dr. Arndt that the contested phrase in the A. 
L.C. merely sets forth what the Scriptures and the fathers have taught 
on this point. For, let it be said that there can be no true teaching 
of subjective justification where it is not first clearly and definite- 
ly taught that God has already in Christ (before and apart from faith) 
absolved the whole world of its sins. Without a real objective justi- 
fication there is nothing for faith to grasp and cling to. There is 
then no real Gospel to preach. 209 

S. W. A. Koehler and Objective Justification 

In April of 19^5, E. W. A. Koehler' s article, "Objective Justification," appeared 
in "CTM". In speaking of reconciliation, the real weakness of Pieper's "change of 
attitude on God's part" shows through in the way Koehler expresses it. 

. . . While the wrath of God against sin itself continues as before, 
Ps. 5*4, there was by this reconciliation effected a change of mind 
and attitude of God towards sinners. His righteous wrath was appeased 
by the blood of His Son, 1 John 2i2 . . . Because fif^he redemption by 
Christ there is now in God "good will toward men." 

At face value, Koehler seems to be saying the God hates sin (the Law), but loves 
sinners (the Gospel). But he could have cited Ps 5»£ as well. The Law tells us 
that God also hates sinnersl 



95 



In the positive vein, Koehler's article is excellent over all. He rightly says, 

. . . when God accepted the redemptive work of His Son, He did not 
impute to men on earth their trespasses. The nonimputation is an 
accomplished fact. Furthermore, this nonimputation did not pertain 
to certain individuals only, e^g., only to those who would believe; 
for the pronoun "them" refers to the world, to all people in the world. 
This nonimputation therefore is universal in its scope; it includes 
Jews and Gentiles, Christians and infidels, Peter and Judas, you and 
me. 



He also said, 

... the real and original gracious judgment of God bv which sinners 
are absolved and accounted righteous is not limited to the believers, 
but covers all men. For this reason it is called universal justifi- 
cation. But it is also called objective justification. For though 
thereby all men are freely justified through the redemption that is 
in Christ Jesus, still not one sinner is, so far, personally benefited 
thereby in the sense that he has and enjoys what this justification im- 
plies . . . Because this act of God is here considered by itself, irre- 
spective of how man would react to it, whether he would accept it and 
have and enjoy its blessings or whether he gogld reject it in unbelief, 
it is called objective justification. . . . 

Concerning the proclamation of the Gospel, Koehler correctly says, 

... As far as the sins of men are concerned, the Gospel does not tell 
us that God is ready and willing to forgive them If and when a man be- 
lieves; it does not offer a potential forgiveness of sins; it does not 
tell us that the actual forgiving on the part of God takes place not 
before the believing takes place on the part of men; but the Gospel 
tells us that when God in Christ reconciled the world unto Himself, 
He then did not impute the trespasses unto men, He then forgave all 
their sins to all of them. The act of forgiving is not held in abey- 
ance, but it is finished, it is accomplished, the sins are forgiven 
to all men. Therefore we do not preach of and about forgiveness of 
sins, but we preach forgiveness itself ; we offer to men a finished 
product, not a future possibility. 

It is quite incomprehensible how any man can say that the Gospel in- 
deed proclaims and offers forgiveness of sins to all the world and 
yet deny that the sins of all men are already forgiven. ... If the 
sins of men have not yet been actually and really forgiven, the for- 
giveness of sins is not yet ready to be offered as a free gift; then 
we cannot speak of forgiveness as of an accomplished fact, but only 
as of an eventuality contingent on something else besides the grace 
of God in Christ. . . . 213 

If the real forgiving and justifying act of God does not take place un- 
til the moment a person comes to faith, then we shall have to change our 
entire mode of preaching. Then we cannot assure our people that their 
sins are forgiven, not even in absolutioni all we could say is that 
God is very anxious to forgive their sins, but that they must first be- 
lieve, and then He will surely do so. And if a person were in doubt 
as to whether he believes — and this is sometimes the case — we should 
have no way of comforting him, since the fact of his believing would 
first have to be established before the act of forgiving could take 
place. If this theory is correct, it will also affect the merits of 



96 



Christ's redemption j for then Christ did not actually justify us by His 
blood, Rom, 5»9i but only made our justification possible, pending our 
faith i then He achieved for us not an actual forgiveness but only a 
potential one, which becomes actual only if and when we believe. This 
theory will also change the object of our faith. For if God has not yet 
forgiven the sins of man, the penitent sinner can at first only believe 
that God wllllf orglve ; believing this, God does forgive; and thereafter 
the sinner believes that his sins are forgiven. 21 ^ 

I wish that Koehler would have stressed the fact that subjective justification is 
just as much a forensic act of God that occurs outside of man as objective justifi- 
cation is, as Engelder did. Koehler says it, but not as clearly as Hinge lder^iid, 
and in a- way that could lead to some criticism, if not misunderstanding. I of- 
fer the following here, which, of course, must be taken in light of what Koehler 
said previously. 

. . . what is the relation .between universal and personal justification? 

The all-embracing justifying act of God, by which He forgave all sins 
to all men, accounting them righteous, and justified them intuitu Chrlstl , 
took place, humanly speaking, the moment He accepted the redemptive work 
of His Son for the reconciliation of the world, 2 Cor. 5»19l R ora. 3»2^s 
kt25; 5«10,l8. It was then that in the court of heaven He freely by 
grace for Christ's sake absolved all sinners and declared them just. 
And this act of God need not be repeated and is not repeated, even as 
the redemption by Christ, on which it is based, is never repeated. 

What happens In the case of the believer, who trusts in, and apprehends, 
this gracious judgment of God, is that as he applies this justification 
to himself, God also applies it to him and comfirms it upon him. With 
the believer the objective justification becomes effective, God declses 
him a receplent of the forgiveness offeredjto all. 215 



The Common Confession 

We skip ahoad over various articles to the year 1950 » the year the Common Confession 
was adopted by both the ALC and the Missouri Synod, and Missouri resolved to place 
it before the Synodical Conference to receive the opinion and consent of the consti- 
tuent synods. In this new union document, a joint venture of Missouri and the AUS, 
we find the following under Section VI, "Justification", 

We believe and teach i 

By His redemptive work Christ is the propitiation for the sins of the 
whole worldj hence, forgiveness of sins has been secured and provided 
for all men. (This is often spoken of as objective justification.) 
"God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing 
their trespasses unto them; and hath committed unto us the word of 
reconciliation," II Cor. 5«19« • • 216 

Is this the clear confession Missouri's critics, within and without, were looking 
for? While it could be read correctly, it also left the door open for those who 
wanted to interpret it according to their own false views. 
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In the same year it was adopted by the two church bodies. Professor Edmund G. Reim, 
then of our seminary, wrote « "The 'provided' of the new confession falls far short 
of the vigor of the Brief Statement's, 'declared.' And yet it is just this last 
which expresses the central idea of justification. " 2 17 

In the following year, the Norwegian and Wisconsin Synods registered their official 
complaints through their conventions. The Norwegian Synod adopted the following re- 
solution i 

, . . Be It Resolved , That we cannot give our consent to the Common 
Confession as a settlement of doctrinal differences between the Synod- 
leal Conference and the American Lutheran Church, for the following 
reasons i 

. . . Secondly, although the justification of all mankind in Christ 
(objective justification, Rom. 4i5j Rom. 5»18) has been openly denied 
within the American Lutheran Church, yet the Common Confession does not 
definitely state that God has declared all mankind to be righteous in 
Christ. 21 o 

At our own convention, Ernst H. Hendland (then Reverend, now Reverend Professor), 

. . , examined the Confession's statement on justification . His con- 
clusions are summarized as follows » "The Brief Statement holds that 
God has already declared the whole world to be righteous in Christ. 
Since the American Lutheran Church has up to the present day never 
taught an objective justification of God which applies to the whole 
world and which has been completed already through the death and re- 
surrection of Christ, and since this church has therefore spoken 
only of a subjective justification which takes place when faith en- 
ters the heart, we must insist upon a confession which leaves room 
for nojequi vocation on this point." *9 

In "Document No. Review of the Common Confession," accepted by the Synod in con- 
vention, the following is found concerning, "Art. VI. Justification"! 

Any clear and correct presentation of this article requires not merely 
the inclusion of the term "objective justification," but a clear state- 
ment that in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ God has already 
declared every sinner righteous in His sight. For the non-imputation 
of the trespasses of the world (2 Cor. 5*19) is to be indentifled with 
the establishing of a public verdict of acquittal ( bCnaia. Haxaaia^noov- 
■tcu - Ro. 5«19) upon those whose justification was revealed and proclaim- 
ed by the Resurrection of Christ (Ro. 4i25). 

This truth is impaired when the article states that forgiveness "has been 
secured and provided for all men." For this still leaves room for the 
thought that the justification of the sinner is not complete until 
the missing factor of personal (subjective) faith is supplied, a thought 
which is even suggested in the Article by its description of justifi- 
cation taking place on the basis of "Christ's righteousness, which He 
Imputes to the sinner through the Gospel and which tne sinner accepts 
by faith." 
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Since this formulation admits of false answers to the question con- 
cerning the function of faith in justification, the article must be 
re jected.220 

As previously mentioned, the Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods declared themselves 
members of the Synodical Conference " in statu conf esslonls" in 1952. In 1953 
the Common Confession. Part II . appeared, and in "A Fraternal Word on the questions 
in controversy between the Wisconsin Synod and the Missouri Synod," issued by Mis- 
souri on August 31 t 1953i Wisconsin was presented with the additional statements 
which wr;re to set all^lisconsin's complaints asldei "The blessings of this ministry 
are meant for all races and conditions of men. From these blessings no one may be 
excluded, since no one is excluded from the forgiveness SPOKEN, by God to the world 
in the death and resurrection of His Son Jesus Christ . "^1 

In "A Fraternal Word Examined," Wisconsin really didn't address the provided ad- 
dition. It addressed what Missouri claimed Wisconsin's objections were and made 
the point that the word to be stressed was not declared but already i Thus, the 
" SPOKEN" of Part II didn't make a great deal of difference one way or the other. 
At this time Wisconsin's tract series, "Continuing in His Word," began to appear, 
and Tract No. 3 was issued — one that bears reprinting and wide distribution with 
a minimum of editing to bring it up to date , with not so much emphasis on the then- 
present situation. This true jewel among expositions of the doctrine of justifica- 
tion, entitled "Every Sinner Declared Righteous," and all of seven pages, statesi 

... We note that the Bible speaks of this justifying act of God 
as applying to the whole world, as having taken place in the death 
and resurrection of Christ, and as an accomplished fact . THIS IS 
OBJECTIVE JUSTIFICATION! It stands there by itself, not as some- 
thing which demands faith to make It complete, but as a comforting 
assurance t o give faith to helpless sinners. The entire hope of sinful 
man rests upon the fact "that God has already declared the whole world 
to be righteous in Christ" ( Brief Statement , Lutheran Church -Missouri 
Synod). . . 

It is true, of course, and necessary for the completion of our picture 
to remind ourselves that this astonishing verdict of God's justifying 
grace is received by faith alone. Not all, unfortunately, accept God's 
verdict of acquittal. Whether man accepts or rejects it, however, does 
not change the truth of justification itself, just as little as the 
prisoner can change any judge's verdict of acquittal by refusing to 
accept it. The declaration of the judge still stands. That is also 
the point to be emphasized whenever we speak of justification. By his 
faith man does not add to the power of God's justifying act. . . . 
Faith, which God's Holy Spirit alone can work in man, is simply the hand 
which receives or accepts a declaration which God has made to the en- 
tire world. . .222 

The tract asks, "Does The Common Confession Give a Clear Picture?" and says, 

. . . The Noble Benefactor has stepped in and " secured and provided " 
freedom for them (the convicted prisoners before the Judge). But 
where is the declaration of the Judge? Is it supposed to be covered by 
the statement appearing in parentheses? (i.e., This is often spoken of 
as objective justification. / 22 3 

As for the quotation of 2 Cor 5*19 in the Common Confession , the tract says, 
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That this Is a fine passage on justification is not to be questioned. 
We cannot feel certain, however, that the quotation of this passage 
settles anything. Our misgivings are based on the fact that we have 
seen leading scholars of the Bible take some of the chief passages 
on objective justification and flatly deny that there is such a thing, 
"all asservations and argumentations to the contrary not withstanding." 22 ^ - 

As for the rest of what the Common Confession says, the question is still, "When?" 
"WHEN does God's justifying act really take place? Not until faith has been kindled 
in the heart? Or already in Christ's death and resurrection?" 22 ^ I will save the 
beautiful concluding remarks of this tract for the conclusion of this paper. 

The next few years were really the peak years as far as this controversy was con- 
cerned. An indication of how things were going in Missouri can be seen from the 
following incident. "The Confessional Lutheran" reported in February, 1954, that 
Pastor J. H. Gockel of the Missouri Synod circulated a mimeographed statement 
which concluded as follows I 

In a pamphlet, "This Church of Ours," Issued by our President before 
the Chicago convention, 1947. is this statement under "The doctrine 
of Justification" : "For all sinners Cod has provided forgiveness in 
Christ the Savior (Objective Justification)." . . . So a clear break 
has not yet been made with Objective Justification. But it must be 
made. WITHIN THE LAST DECADE A PASTOR WAS SUSPENDED AS A HERETIC FOR 
SAYING WHAT THE PRESIDENT'S PAMPHLET SAID ONLY TWO YEARS LATER AND 
WHAT THE COMMON CONFESSION I SAYS TODAY. Such 4 thing must not hap- 
pen again. But it can happen as long as we do not frankly disavow 
Objective Justification, as Sola Scriptura requires of us. (Capitals 
those of "The Confessional Lutheran" .) 225 b 

This pastor was Gockel himself, who had later "recanted" his error. At that time, 
June 24, 1944, Gockel had contended that, "It cannot be said that Objective Justi- 
fication is taught ' expressis verbis ' in Rom. 5»19 or in the other two passages 
cited by the Brief Statement . . In his later retraction, Gockel expressed 

his regret that he had "called the doctrine of Objective Justification, namely, 
'dasz Gott den Suendern insgemein die Suenden verge ben hat '(that God has forgiven 
sins to all men), *a Stoeckhardt theory' and also a 'vulnerable theory,' and that 
I have stated that not everybody could agree with Dr. Pieper 'dasz Gott die ganze 
Welt rechtf ertigte ' (that God justified the whole world)." 22 ? 

Gockel was then, in 1944, in the Northern Illinois District. He was now, 1954, in 
the English District, and the dillema for Missouri, as Theodore Dierks, the author 
of this article, saw it, was thisi 

. . . Will the Missouri Synod continue to uphold the Common Confession 
and confess that "by His redemptive work Christ is the Propitiation 
for the sins of the whole world} hence forgiveness of sin has been se- 
cured and provided for all men. (This is often spoken of as objective 
justification.)" and thus repudiate the doctrinal position of the Nor- 
thern Illinois District? Or, will the Missouri Synod with the Northern 
Illinois District convention of 1945 confess* "(l) That Christ bv His 
holy life and innocent suffering and death ftas earned and procured for 
all men complete forgiveness of sins. I John 2i2 (2) That on the basis 
of this redemption in Christ, God has forgiven all sins to all men, and 
declared the whole world just. This truth is known as universal or ob- 
jective justification, andjthe seat ofjthis doctrine is found in Romans 
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5il8-19i ^i25, and 2 Corinthians 5il8-21" and repudiate the statement 
of the Common Confession which as a statement of objective justifica - 
tion is not in harmony with Scripture ? 

The Missouri Synod is now face to face with this dilemma. If the Mis- 
souri Synod and its officials straddle the issue and with weasel words 
attempt to harmonize these two conflicting positions, they will prove 
to all the world that their subscription to the Brief Statement is a 
hollow mockery and that they in fact do not really confess with the 
Brief Statement that "Scripture teaches that God has already declared 
the whole world to be righteous in Christ, Rom. 5*19; 2 Cor. 5, 18-21 j 
Rom. 4,25" any and all assertions to the contrary notwithstanding. 

I can't tell you what happened in this particular case. I only know that J. P. 
Meyer states in his treatment of 2 Corinthians 5»H-17 for the Milwaukee City 
Pastoral Conference of the Wisconsin Synod, which appeared in the "Quartalschrift" 
in October of this year, 

Can a decided return of Missouri to the clear statement of the B. S. 
be expected if in its midst a man can publicly dare to ridicule the 
distinction between objective and subjective justification (without 
being reprimanded, as far as the disturbed public is concerned) and 
can deplore that as far as the CC and the Houston convention are con- 
cerned "a clean break has not yet been made with Objective Justifica- 
tion. But it must be made," and then declare that a dangerous situ- 
ation prevails "as long as we do not franklv disavow Objective Jus- 
tification, as Sola Scrlptura requires us." " 

In July of 1954 Missouri issued "A Fraternal Reply" to Wisconsin, dealing also with 
what it considered the "inaccuracies in Wisconsin Synod's Tract No. 3." According 
to this "Reply," the "declaration of the Judge" isn't missing because the phrase 
"'the forgiveness of sins' is forensic ." And since the forgiveness of sins can 
be considered another name for the" whole act of justification ," according to this 
logic (?) the Common Confession really says, "hence forgiveness of sins (or, the 
whole act of justification ') has been secured and provided for all men," and the 
conclusion of Tract No. 3 concerning the Common Confession "that justification oc- 
curs only when faith is already present ... is fallacious because it rests on a 
failure to recognize the fact that the phrase 'forgiveness of sins' is forensic and 
that it expresses in itself the entire act of justification . " 2 30 

In "Another Fraternal Reply" that came out of Missouri late In '54, we find much the 
same line of thought. 

, . . . Hence, to say as the Common Confession does, that " forgiveness of 
sins has been secured and provided for all men" is exactly the same as 
saying, " A verdict of the non-laputation of their sins has been secured 
5 % . for all men," or " a decision of acquittal from their sin " or "A 
declaration whereby the ungodly have been declared godly has been se- 
cured and provided for all men. 

And because the Common Confession bases this "forgiveness of sins" or 
"this verdict whereby the sinner has been declared righteous in God's 
sight" on Christ's redemptive work , which has been completed once for 
all in His death and resurrection (See Common Confession, Art. Ill, Re- 
demption "God by raising . . . complete",) It follows that this verdict 
of the "non-imputation of sins" is a finished product , ' eln fertiges Gut 1 
(Wis. Synod Proc. 1951. P* 128, par. 2.) . . .231 
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The author, Theodore Nickel, concluded s 

To summarize i The Common Confession teaches that there has been secured 
and provided for all men "forgiveness of sins," i.e., a verdict whereby 
they have been declared righteous in God's sight. And the Brief State- 
ment says, "God has already declared the whole world righteous in His 
sight." Hence, while the terminology is different, both teach exactly 
the came doctrine of objective justification, except that the Common 
Confession uses the terminology more common in the Confessional writ- 
ings, namely, "the forgiveness of sins." 

The additional statement in Common Confession Part II, Art. 3 is, 
therefore, merely a reaffirmation of what already has been confessed. 
It reads, "No one is excluded from the forgiveness spoken by God to 
the world in the death and resurrection of His Son Jesus Christ." 
(We remind the reader, that 'forgiveness ' must again be understood 
as a synonym of "The verdict by which the sinner has been declared 
righteous"). Surely, this should satisfy the. most exacting student 
of this article and convince him that the heritage of our faith is 
here clearly confessed and adequately preserved . -> 2 

If we jump ahead now to 1956 for a moment, the April 29 "Northwestern Lutheran" car- 
ried a reply to Nickel by IC. Arnold Sitz, one of tbWoicesJof the Standing Committee 
in Matters of Church Union, at his best! 

Let us weigh the argument of Pastor Nickel on the article treating 
of "Objective Justification." He declares that when the CC says, 
"Forgiveness of sins has been secured and provided for all men" it 
is exactly the same as "God has declared the whole world to be right- 
eous in Christ." Does he draw his support for this assertion from the- 
ologians in the American Lutheran Church? Not at all! He appeals to 
Pieper's Dogma tik and to the Apology. We have no quarrel with either. 
But we do call for definition by the ALC of the forgiveness of sins as 
being God's declaration that all men have been declared righteous by God. 
All the writer's profuse underlining avails nothing until he finds sup- 
port on this point in the theology of American Lutheran writers. . . . 

The author of "Another Fraternal Endeavor" has command over a stupendous 
stockpile of synonyms. Mark this burst from his machine guni "'Atone- 
ment,' or 'propitiation,' or 'reconciliation,' or ' justification, ' or 
'verdict of acquittal.'" Dropping out the middle three we have the as- 
sertion that the general salvo "atonement" hits the same target as the 
specific and particular shot, "verdict of acquittal." In other words, 
if a man hears the word "atonement" he thinks of" verdict of acquittal." 
Can Pastor Nickel prove to us that in the ALC arsenal "atonement" is of 
the exact caliber of "verdict of acquittal"? If not, all his bursts 
are but noiae and smoke . 

V; Pastor Nickel asserts the "forgiveness of sins" is identical with "the 
verdict of objective justification/' "thejverdlct by which the sinner 
has been declared righteous," Synod ical Conference Lutherans believe 
that the righteousness of God Is ours concomitant with the forgiveness 
of sins, for Scripture states it in places like Horn. 5 i 18, 19. But we 
question again, "Do the assertions of Paster Nickel reflect those of 
the ALC as well?" He avers, "These terms ("God's verdict of acquittal,' 
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'Christ's merit,' or 'the forgiveness of sins')-- are used interchang- 
eably in Holy Scripture, in the Confessional Writings, and in this 
article of the Common Confession." Who says so? Pastor Nickel. But 
we call for the affidavit of the ALC on it that such is the ALC's po- 
sition. In all his numerous citations not a single one is taken from 



So much for "Another Fraternal Endeavor." 

In November of '54, the Synodical Conference adopted the following resolution pre- 
sented by the Norwegian Synod t 

That the Synodical Conference does hereby reaffirm its adherence to the 
Doctrine as defined in the Synodical Conference Proceedings of the Con- 
vention held In Milwaukee, Wisconsin in the month of July, 1872, page 
43, to wit « "This doctrine (of universal justification) is expressly 
stated in Rom. 5»18{ and it Is, therefore, not only a Biblical doctrine 
but also a Biblical expression that 'justification of life has come up- 
on all men' (Luther's translation). Only a Calvinistic interpretation 
could explain this passage so as to make out that only the elect have 
been justified. . . . Those who say that God has made the whole world 
righteous, but deny that He has declared the world righteous, deny 
thereby in reality the whole of justification; for this that the Fa- 
ther has declared the world righteous must not be separated from this 
that the Son made the worM righteous when the Father raised Christ 
from the dead." 2 34 

Unfortunately, "The Northwestern Lutheran" account of this meeting also reports, 



J. P. Meyer and Three of the Now-Famous "Kokomo Four Statements" 

In January of 1955, the "Quartalschrif t" carried a continuation of Meyer's essays 
on 2 Corinthians. HereWs now-famous (infamous?) statements can be found which 
became the basis for three of the "Kokomo Four Statements" of 1979 origin and more 
recent notoriety. We quote » 

In v. 14 Paul stated the basic fact of the Gospel message in the fol- 
lowing words: If one died for all, then all have died . The Idea that 
underlies this fact is that of substitution. The One Holy Son of God 
volunteered to take the place of sinners. He suffered death and exper- 
ienced its agony. By virtue of the substitution His death with all 
its excruciating pain and terror is credited to all sinners. God con- 
siders them all such as have now paid the penalty for their sins in full 
— not. Indeed, in their own person, but by proxy. 

Paul then, in v. 17, turns to the individual sinners, saying i If any 
one is in Christ he is a new creation. Objectively speaking, without 
any reference to an individual sinner's attitude toward Christ's sacri - 
fice, purely on the basis of God's verdict, every sinner, whether he 
knows about It or not, whether he believes it or not, has received the 
status of a saint . What will be his reaction when he is informed about 
this turn of events? Will he accept, or will he decline? Paul for the 



ALC sources. Why 

not?233 
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present disregards the possibility of rejection, he takes up the case of 
one who accepted the good news. He describes him as one "in Christ, and 
sums up the situation by calling hi. a "new creation."^ (Kokorao Statement 
No. I i last emphasis mine.) 

We thus see that Maxa\hayt does not denote a change in the nature 
of the sinner, in the attitude of his heart. That change will take 
place when he is led by the Spirit to accept in faith the offered 
KaxaXkayA . The change occurred in the standing of the sinner before 
his Judae. Before Christ's intervention took place tied regarded him 
as a guilt-laden, condemned culprit. After Christ's intervention and 
through fihT-i gt's intervention He regards hi m as a guilt-free saint. 
Th* nature of the sinner has not been changed. God did not undergo 
a change, did not experience a change of heart. The status of the 

, 8 ' „. , 237 (the basis for Kokomo Statement Wo. 2 —major 
sinner was changea. -" * 

emphasis mine.) 

. . "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself." We note 
first of all that Paul extends God's act of KaxaKXaaaeiv _ to cover the 
whole world. No sinner is excepted. The sins of every one were laid 
on Jesus, were imputed to Him. Forgiveness of sins was not only secured 
and provided for the sinners, it was pronounced over them. Their sins 
were non-imputed to them, they were imputed to Christ. This applies 
to the whole world, to ev *ry individual sinner, whether he was living 
in the days of Christ, or had died centuries before His coming, or had 
not vet been born, perhaps has not been born to this day. It applies 
to the world as such, regardless of whPt.hex a particular sinner ever 
rnn.es to faith. or not. 238 (basis for Kokomo Statement No. 3— emphasis 
mine) 

Those who read Meyer in context should have no problem with what he says here, even 
if they don't care for his terminology. Of couse, if someone stubbornly refuses to 
consider another person's words in any other way but the way he chooses to define 
them and rejects the author's own clear meaning in his own enntext, no understanding 
can ever be reached. 



Onward 



The Norwegian Synod officially broke fellowship with Missouri in June of 1955. The 
same year saw Professor Edmund Reim's article, "A History of the Term Objective 
Justification'" appear in the April "Quartalschrift ," originally prepared for the 
Milwaukee City Pastoral Conference. (Reim was chairman of the Wisconsin bynod s 
Committee on Church Union. When the convention of '55 didn't vote to break fel- 
lowship with Missouri, Reim was readyVresign both his chairmanship and his seat 
on the Seminary faculty, of which he was also the president. He was persuaded to 
continue, but he finally left in 1957 to help form the Interim Conference, mentioned 
previouslyjwhen Wisconsin once again failed to break with Missouri.; 

Reim's paper was prompted by criticism that the term "objective justification" was 
"more or less of an innovation, a mere local use, and without standing in good theo- 
logical literature. The implication was that differences on such a point of termi- 
nology should not be permitted to become a major issue." Reim concluded i 

What are our findings? We have seen that the terminology of an objective 
and a subjective justification is common property within our Synodical 
Conference. There is no reason why we should not use it in our discus- 
sions with each other. Nevertheless we still have a preference for the 
simpler terminology of a general or universal, and of a personal justifl- 
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cation. To use these simpler terms will show that we are concerned 
about the substance of the doctrine rather than one single mode of 
expressing it. . . . 

But no apologies need be offered for the use that has been made of 

the term. It is certainly not a local idiom, indicating a self-willed, 

separatistic trend. It is a term that serves well for the uncovering 

■and rejection of the trends of subjectivism, against which our age is 
[by no means immune. Therefore neither the term nor the fact of an ob- 

'jective justification of all mankind should be permitted to fall into 
oblivion. 240 

The Wisconsin Synod finally broke fellowship with Missouri in 196l. In 1963 both 
Wisconsin and the Norwegian Synods left the Synodical Conference. The Svnodical 
Conference dissolved in 196?. 



DC. An Interlude. 1963-1975 

Things remained quiet on the objective justification front, at least as far as the 
Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods were concerned. For those who chose to remain in 
Missouri and fight the struggle continued — and still continues! It shouldvbe noted 
before moving ahead that on December 15, 1962 > Herman Otten began publishing 

"Lutheran News", which would become "Christian News" as of January 1, 1968. 

In 1963, Dr. Siegbert W. Becker of Concordia Teachers College, River Forest, Illinois, 
accepted a call into the Wisconsin Synod, and in the same year William Frederick 
Henry Beck (1904-1966) of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, saw his translation of the 
New Testament published by Concordia Publishing House. His complete translation of 
the Bible, An American Translation (AAT), would be published in 1976, thanks to 
the efforts of Herman Otten. Beck's New Testament touches the doctrine of justifi- 
cation (and, particulary, objective justification) with respect to his translation 
(and, elsewhere, his explanation ) of the verb 6iKai6'm • And this really takes us 
into the whole matter of the present controversy concerning objective justification. 
We will deal with this matter in detail shortly. Hopefully the following quote will 
suffice to indicate the problem involved. for now. 

. . . ("to make righteous") is Beck' s rather consistent w/ay of trans- 
lating 6ixu.k5u) , with the exception of those passages where the Bible 
says that God is justified or where men are said to justify themselves. 
Because of some fraternal pressure brought on Beck by fellow-conser- 
vatives in the LC-MS he added a footnote to this passage (Romans 3i20) 
which reads, "'Righteous' ('justify') Is a court term. God gives us 
the righteousness of Christ (3i23-24,« 28} ki5; Phil. 3«9), as a judge 
declares us righteous and by his verdict makes us righteous in His 
sight." 24,1 (The parenthetical 'justify' is not in the footnote.) 

J. P. Meyer's Ministers of Christ 1 A Commentary on the Second Epistle of Paul 
to the Conrinthians also appeared In 1963, most of which had appeared almost ver - 
batim in the "Quartalschrift" during the '50s (chapters 3-13). Now his statements 
about objective justification would receive a wider audience, but for 25 years, go- 
ing back to their first appearance in public print, no one ever accused him of 
false doctrine, as far as I know. No doubt, Fritschel and Lenski would have, but 
no one in Missouri or the Norwegian Synod or his own Wisconsin Synod uttered a word 
against him, in print or otherwise, to the best of my knowledge. 

In July of 1965 the "Second Lutheran Free Conference" was held at Cedar Rapids, 
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Iowa, a forum for doctrinal discussion outside the formal framework of church fel- 
lowship among conservative Lutherans in various bodies. Six excellent essays were 
delivered on the doctrine of justification. Wisconsin Synod's Norman Berg was the 
conference "Moderator." Essayists were Armin W. Schuetze (WELS), Herman Otten (in 
dependent, but serving a LC-ML5 congregation), Paul H. Burgdorf (LC-MS), Torald N. 
Teigen (ELS), Norbert Reim (GLC), and Donald G. Rehkopf (ALC). Here we offer only 
the following, from Reim's essay, "The Appropriation of Justification! Justifying 
Faith." 

The best assurance for preserving the sola gratia in the doctrine of 
justification is a firm grip on the heart of the Gospel that forgive- 
ness of all sin is an accomplished fact, a ready blessing; that God 
has in Christ once and for all forgiven all men all their sins. The 
job is done. It is finished. As soon as this is lost, the Gospel 
is made to say nothing more thani God is now willing to forgive you 
your sins, if you first do this and that. Immediately the gates are 
then opened to synergism, and men rush in with their own notions of 
what they must still contribute to bring about their justification. 
The worst synergists sayi God is willing to forgive your sins if you 
as a believer produce works of love which will be worthy of salvation. 
Others say! God is willing to forgive you if vpu are sorry for your 
sins. Thus they make of the contrition that preedes faith a cause and 
a condition of forgiveness. 2^-2 

At the hands of Lutherans who have been well trained in the doctrine 
of justification by faith alone, perhaps the greatest danger of taking 
something away from the sola gratia comes from looking upon faith it- 
self as a condition of forgiveness, as that contribution which man 
must still make to render his justification complete. This again re- 
sults from failure to remember that in Christ God already has forgiven 
all men their sins. Forgiveness is not something that awaits man's 
faith before becoming a reality. Rather, it is an accomplished fact. 
It provides the comforting assurance that gives faith. 

"Lutheran News" informs us that, "Lutherans from nine different Lutheran bodies ex 
pressed agreement "in substance" here today (July 15) with a statement which reaf- 
firmed the historic Christian and Lutheran doctrine of Justification." Our synod' 
(and no longer the Missouri Synod's) Dr. Becker was on the special committee of 
four whiehjdrew up this summary statement. We quote it here in full. 

1 . To a world fearful of a holocaust to come and hastening blindly to- 
ward the final judgment, God still speaks His saving Word that we are 
justified by grace for Christ's sake. 

2. Justification is a courtroom term and is God's declaration that 
the sinner is "not guilty." This act of acquittal is relevant to con- 
temporary man because, though the manifestations of his sinfulness vary 
from era to era, all these sins are in essence an arrogant rebellion 
against the inflexible law of the holy God, for which he stands in des- 
perate need of divine forgiveness (Rom. 8i?). Man hates God, and God's 
wrath rests upon man, the sinner, universally and without distinction. 
Man stands condemned as guilty before his God for the guilt of Adam, 
the depravity hd has inherited, and his own personal transgressions. 

3. But because of the perfect substitutionary work of Christ, to whom 
our sins were imputed and whose perfect fulfillment of all the require- 
ments of God's law is credited to us, God's verdict of "not guilty" 
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has been pronounced over the whole world of sinners and is valid 
and true whether men believe It or not (Row. 5il2-19). 

k. This verdict, which God has pronounced through the resurrection 
of His Son (Rom. 4i25), is revealed in the Gospel, the "word of recon- 
ciliation", which has been committed to the church and which the church 
is commanded to proclaim to all men, by announcing to all sinners that 
for Jesus' sake all their sins have been forgiven (2 Cor. 5'15-2l). 

5. The verdict is accepted by faith, by which man appropriates to 
himself the benefits of Christ's atoning work (Rom. 3*28| Eph. 2i8,9). 
Justifying faith relies solely upon Christ and confidently embraces the 
declaration of the Gospel revealed to us in the prophetic and apostolic 
Scriptures (Rom. I6i26). Neither contrition nor faith, however, are 
conditions upon which justification depends. The sinner is declared 
righteous solely for Christ's sake by the grace and mercy of God. Man's 
acceptance of God's declarative act is the result of the work of the 
Holy Spirit and is not meritorious. Faith does not trust faith t it 
trusts Christ. 

6. From the acceptance of God's forgiveness flows a life of consecrated 
service. While all men are God's property, a man is willing to acknow- 
ledge this and act accordingly only when he has been justified by faith 
and renewed by the Holy Ghost. God expects fruit of His children. 

Only those who abide in Christ are able to produce fruit. The bear- 
ing of fruit (sanctif ication) is a continuous process which remains 
imperfect and incomplete in this life. Because of the joy which the 
penitent and believing sinner finds in his "forgiven-ness" before God, 
he seeks day by day to bring forth the fruit of a holy life. m 
(emphasis mine) 

In light of the present controversy, we wonder if v the editor of "Christian News" 
would be willing to subscribe to points . 3 and k without reservation, as ap- 
parently was the case in 1965. In this same year Herman Otten published his book, 
Baal or God . His position is that expressed by the above Statement. Here Otten 
wrote : 

Because of the redemption through Christ God no longer imputes sins 
to men (2 Corinthians 5*19); He does not charge their transgressions 
against them, but credits them with the merits of Christ. . . . For 
the sake of Christ's complete satisfaction God "justifies the ungod- 
ly" (Romans ^»5)» i.e., they who by nature and by their own works were 
altogether ungodly, were because of the work of Christ declared and 
pronounced just and righteous. 

. . . the reconciliation of the whole world is an accomplished fact, 
which, in itself, is not brought about by the attitude of men (Romans 
3:3). This fact is proclaimed in the Gospel to every slave of sin} and 
the very moment that he applies this fact to himself, he has the for- 
giveness of all his sins, is free from the guilt and punishment of sin, 
and is personally justified before God. ... he by such faith becomes 
personally righteous, because the righteousness of Christ, which his 
faith apprehends, is by God imputed to him personally. Thus by faith 
one is put into personal possession of that justification, which the 
Gospel offers to all without distinction. 2 ^ 

When it was specifically suggested by the present writer in June of 1982 that 
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Otten reproduce these statements from Baal or God in "Christian News" to "help your 
readers see your position in this matter" ( objective justification)"unless you have 
changed your position," they never appeared. Otten simply replied via "The Forum," 
"We have always stressed that salvation is totally a free gift and that there is 
nothing man does which even in part gains his salvation. We wholeheartedly subscribe 
to everything the Bible and the Lutheran Confessions teach about justification, 
and quoted Article IV of the Augsburg Confession. What he said in July of '82 
was fine, but it didn't answer the matter at hand any more than the Common Confession 
nailed down objective justification. But already I'm jumping ahead to the pre- 
sent! 

In 1966 the Wisconsin Synod published its excellent, short, popular tract, "JUSTIFI- 
CATION 1 A clear, simple explanation of the Bible's doctrine of JUSTIFICATION, the 
basic teaching of the Christian faith." We quote the passages particulary pertinent 
to our discussion herei 

Not Just a Possibility 

It is a blasphemous twisting of the plain and simple truth to say that 
Christ's sacrifice has made our freedom a possibility, so that if we 
now fulfill certain conditions we may procure that freedom. The plain 
and simple truth is rather that Christ took away the sins of the whole 
world; He bore our sins in His own body; He loved us and washed us from 
our sins in His own blood; He made us free, and free we are, "God was 
In Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing their tres- 
passes unto them." (II Cor. 5*19). 

Redemption Mas Complete 

No amount of trickery, unbelief, scoffing can change these simple words 
into meaning something other than that Christ took on Himself all the 
world's sin and all the consequences of sin. When God raised Christ 
from the dead. He proclaimed to all the world that payment in full had 
been made, that redemption was complete, that guilt had been wiped 
out, and in Isaiah's words, that the iniquity of God's people had been 
pardoned. Because Christ died in your stead and bore your sin in His 
own body, you are free, you are not guilty, your iniquity is pardoned. 
That is justification. 

Justification a Fact, 
No Matter What Man Does With It 

God's declaration that all of the world's sin had been laid upon His 
only Son and that all men are therefore free, stands as true regardless 
of how that declaration is received by those for whom It is meant. 
Men may and do doubt that God means what He says. That does not make 
God and His Word untrustworthy. Men may scoff at this declaration of 
freedom and reject it as mere superstition, but that does not affect 
God's truth. On the other hand, when we believe that God meant what 
He says and accept His pardon as meant for us, it Is not our faith that 
makes it true. Our faith does not make God trustworthy, nor does un- 
belief in any way impair His truthfulness. "What if some did not be- 
lieve? Shall their unbelief make the truth of God without effect?" 
(Rom. 3«3.) 2i+ 7 
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The Beginning and the Source 
of the Christian Life 

Justification is an act of God. It is not something that we do or 
have done. It is a verdict pronounced upon us by our Heavenly Judge. 
It is not a reward for a Christian life, but is rather the beginning 
of a Christian life. It is what makes a Christian life possible. 
First gomes the pardon and the freedom* the Christian life follows. 

• • • 

In 1967, "This He Believe* A Statement of Belief of the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran 
Synod" was issued. With regard to our present topic it declares! 

We believe that God has justified, that is, declared all sinners right- 
eous in his eyes for the sake of Christ. This is the central message 
of Scripture upon which the very existence of the church depends. It 
is a message relevant to people of all times and places, of all races 
and social strata, for "the result of one trespass was condemnation 
for all men" (Rom. 5*18). All need justification before God, and Scrip- 
ture proclaims that all are justified, for "the result of oneact of 
righteousness was justification that brings life for all men," (Rom. 
5»18). 

We believe that the individual receives this free gift of forgiveness 
through Christ, not by works, but only by faith (Eph. 2*8,9). Justi- 
fying faith is trust in Christ and his redemptive work. This faith 
justifies, not because of any inherent virtu_e, but only because of the 
salvation prepared by God in Christ, which it embraces (Rom. 3»28: 4*5). 
On the other hand, although Jesus died for all, Scripture tells us that 
"whoever does not believe will be condemned" (Mark I61I6) . The unbe- 
liever loses the forgiveness won for him by Christ. 2i +9 

We reject every teaching that man in any way contributes to his salva- 
tion. We reject all efforts to present f a i*h as a condition man must 
fulfill to complete his justification. . . 50 

Other statements from the WELS could be brought forward. What we've said already 
should suffice to make its position on objective justification more than clear. I 
now offer comments from one more paper of a general nature on the subject of objec- 
tive justification and then we will move into the first of what I consider the 
three Impetus or catalysts for the present controversy regarding objective justifi- 
cation—actually nothing more than the same old controversy that has existed since 
186k. 

Dr. Siegbert W. Becker is certainly one of the great spokesmen and defenders of the 
doctrine of objective justification, sharing the company and stature of men like 
Walther, Pieper, Stockhardt and J. P. Meyer. In August of 1971 he wrote the fol- 
lowing in an essay entitled, "Observing the Proper Distinction Between Law and Gos- 
pel in the Preaching and Teaching Ministry." After emphasizing the fact that the 
Law must be proclaimed in all Its fullness ("We shall observe the proper distinc- 
tion between Law and Gospel only if we remember that our primary purpose in preach- 
ing the Law is to make men afraid and sad."), Becker writes* 

And when we comfort the afflicted and begin to preach the Gospel we must 
again take care to observe the proper distinction between it and the law, 
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and keep the law as far away as heaven is from hell. . . 

Here .too, we stand in constant danger of falling short. Perhaps the 
greatest danger lies in a tendency that lurks in the heart of every one 
of us to be afraid to divorce from our preaching of the Gospel every 
trace of a conditioned forgiveness and salvation. 

, >Such a conditional salvation is not preached only when we say that 

God w ill love us if we are good or that He will forgive us if we are sorry 
f or if we believe. It may lie hidden even in the way we offer forgive- 
ness to men. When the Common Confession said, for example, that for- 
giveness has been provided for all men, it was not proclaiming a false 
doctrine. When it said that this Is sometimes called universal justi- 
fication, this may well have been true, because things are often called 
by a wrong name in this world. But those who knew that this was the 
best that the Missouri Synod could obtain from the ALC> which refused 
to say that God has forgiven the sins of all men, also knew how wrong 
that statement was, because it did not offer men a completed and sure ; 
forgiveness but really only spoke of a possible forgiveness that was 
easily made conditional. 

The law promises salvation to those who are good and do all the right 
things. The Gospel just promises forgiveness and salvation, period. 
It Is significant that when Jesus sent out His disciples to convert 
the world after His resurrection, He told them, according to Luke's 
Gospel, not to preach about forgiveness, but just to preach forgive- 
ness, It is significant also that the word for preach in that pas- 
sage (Luke 2^7) is the word that describes the activity of a herald. 
As heralds of the King of kings, our great high priest, they were to 
go out into all the world and announce to all men that their sins are 
forgiven. 

In this doctrine of universal justification our Lutheran Church has 
one of Its greatest bulwarks against a mixing of law and Gospel, for 
if it is really true that God has forgiven the sins of all men, then 
it is obvious that forgiveness in itself cannot be dependent on or 
conditioned by anything that we do, and in proclaiming it to our con- 
gregations from the pulpit or in teaching it to our children in the 
classroom we will simply tell them that their sins are forgiven. 

They really are! . . . 

Because of the righteousness of one, the free gift has come upon all men 
unto justification, and the whole human race, which is declared guilty 
and damned by the law, is likewise declared not guilty and eaved by the 
Gospel. As we have seen, such a message cannot be proclaimed apart 
from the cross of Christ and the doctrine of the vicarious atonement, 
but against that background it should be proclaimed in just that way. 
I can go to any man on earth and tell him that his sins are forgiven, 
no matter who he is or what he has done. Whether I will tell him this 
or not depends on many things, for the same Savior who told us to preach 
forgiveness also said, "Whosoever sins ye retain, they are retained." 

If I were still a member of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, I would 
feel inclined to belabor this point at great length, because I always 
felt that the doctrine of universal or objective justification was grad- 
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ually fading away in that church. More than a dozen years ago, when 
I was still teaching dogmatics at River Forest, a pastor who had been 
a classmate of mine in St. Louis, wrote to complain that the new teach- 
er, who had graduated from Concordia the year before, was teaching the 
children in school that the sins of all of them were forgiven. He asked, 
What shall I do with him?" to which I answered, "Why don't you thank 
God for him?" But it seems to ae that Wisconsin Synod college students 
are not nearly as likely to be surprised as though they were hearing for 
the first time that God has really already forgiven the sins of all men. 

As pastors and teachers who are fully committed to the doctrine of uni- 
versal justification, we should find it relatively easy to avoid the 
mistake of mixing law and Gospel which make forgiveness dependent on 
either our contrition or on faith. In other words, when we proclaim 
the Gospel, it should be pure Gospel. 

We ought not, for example, to say that God will forgive us if we are 
sorrv, as though our contrition were the price we pay for God's for- 
giveness. The opinio legis , which is native to the human heart, makes 
it all too easy to view contrition as a feeling we produce in ourselves. 
But true contrition is produced by God in us through the preaching of the 
law. Luther's remark that contrition is believing the law should also 
be helpful here. 

Instead of viewing contrition as a cause of forgiveness that moves God 
to pity us when He sees our tears, we ought to bear in mind always that 
contrition is important to make us see our need of help. Until we be- 
lieve that we are damned sinners in the sight of God we cannot possibly 
see any need of forgiveness nor believe that our sins are forgiven nor 
accept Christ as our Savior from sin. Healthy people don't need a doc- 
tor, as Jesus said. 

In the same way, we must guard constantly against viewing faith as a 
cause of forgiveness. God does not forgive us because we believe or 
when we believe. He simply forgives us and tells us in the Gospel that 
He has done so. This message we accept by believing it. It was true 
long before we came to faith and even long before we were born, but we 
find hope and comfort and eternal joy in the message only if we believe 
it. This, too, Luther understood with keen insight. In his explanation 
of the Fifth Petition in the Large Catechism he writes, "He has given us 
the Gospel, which is pure forgiveness before we prayed or ever thought 
of it." ( L.C. , 111,88). It may help to remind ourselves that forgiveness 
comes first and then comes faith. We must preach the Gospel as a full 
and free message of forgiveness which is intended to arouse faith, and 
not demand faith first as a condition on the basis of which we are will- 
ing to announce God's forgiveness. 

It seems to me that many of our young people draw a wrong conclusion 
from both our baptismal form and from our communion liturgy. We need 
to call the attention of our people to the phrase in the order of bap- 
tism, "to signify what God in and through baptism works in him." All 
that tney seem to remember is that we asked the child whether it be- 
lieved before we baptized it, and they conclude from this that faith 
must be confessed before forgiveness is offered. 

A similar conclusion is drawn from our communion liturgy. Because we 
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ask people whether they are sorry and believe and Intend to amend their 
sinful lives before we announce forgiveness, people seem to have^tenden- 
cy to view contrition and faith and a desire to amend as conditions to 
be fulfilled before forgiveness is offered. That they were sinners de- 
serving of hell was true long before they confessed It. That their sins 
were forgiven by God was true long before the pastor told them about it. 
But the Gospel message is intended for afflicted people, not for secure 
sinners. If a man tells me he is not a sinner, I will retain his sins by 
telling him again what God's judgment on him is. If a man tells me that 
he is afraid of going to hell because he is a sinner, I will tell him 
that the Lord Jesus has taken all his sins away and that they are for- 
given. The message of the Gospel is meant for penitent sinners not be- 
cause they have become worthy of forgiveness by their penitence, but 
because penitent people are the kind of people who can be benefited 
by the message of the Gospel, whereas impenitent people still need the 



we need the daily message of forgiveness. And how important both law 
and Gospel are might become a little clearer to us if we would remem- 
ber Luther's dictum that despair is the closest step to faith. Roland 
Bainton would probably call that another of Luther's stupefying irra- 
tionalities, but for those who understand the distinction between law 
and Gospel, this seeming nonsense is part of the foolishness of God 
that is wiser than men. May God give us the wisdom necessary to pro- 
claim them both in such a way that we rightly divide the Word of truth 
for Jesus' sake. Amen. 251 

X. The Present Controversy, 1975- 

The Three Catalysts — An Introduction 

Personally, I would love to have been able to close with the above. -t*ut what of 
our present situation? I see the convergence of three . impetus or catalysts, as I 
am choosing to call them, in our present controversy — actually three controversies 
that have merged together as one followed the other. I also still consider the pre- 
sent controversy to be a problem within the Missouri Synod since, as far as I know, 
all Wisconsin Synod pastors and professors are agreed on the doctrine and the bibli- 
cal passages which teach it, if not all happy with some of the terminology and ex- 
pressions that have been used to try and convey the truth of this doctrine of ob- 
jective justification. 

The first catalvst, then, is Beck's translation of 6ixcti6'(jo and statements printed 
about this translation after his death coupled with Herman Ot ten's willingness to 
defend Beck. (In much the same way, perhaps, as we are willing to defend the terms 
"saint" and "status of saint" as used by Meyer — although I believe our defense rests 
on solid ground which, for my part, I find lacking with respect to Beck and his 
stand on "make righteous".) I will date this December 1, 19?5t because this is the 
earliest reference I have to the appearance of Beck's article, "What Does Dikaiooo 
Mean?", in "Christian News." 

The second catalyst is the controversy regarding Professor Walter A. rtaier, Jr., of 
Concordia Theological Seminary, Fort Wayne, Indiana (formerly of Springfield, Illi- 
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nois), and his position on the doctrine of objective justification as traditionally 
taught and confessed by the Missouri, Wisconsin and Norwegian Synods. I will date 
this October 24, 1980, the date of then-President J. A. 0. Preus' letter to the 
congregations of the LC-MS telling them about Maier's "difficulties" with objec- 
tive justification. I could perhaps set this date at February 2, 1979, when Maier's 
name was first publicly and specifically linked to a problem with objective justifi- 
cation (to the best of my knowledge) by Heraan Otten in an open letter to Pres. 
Preus dated January 22, 1979, which appeared in "Christian News" on this date. 
But "Christian News" remained silent about the matter until Preus' public letter 
came out almost two years later. Regardless of what Maier actually did or does 
or did not or does not teach, many of those who chose to defend what they consi- 
dered to be his position attacked the doctrine of objective justification and its 
biblical foundation. 

The third catalyst I will date February 12, 1982, the date of the" letter Mr. and Mrs. 
■David Hartman and Mr. and Mrs. Joe Pohlman of Kokorao, Indiana, sent to many (if not 
the majority) of the pastors of the WELS, along with assorted other individuals. 
Here, too, a number of other dates could have been choseni June 20, 1979, the date 
of the special voters' meeting of Faith Ev. Lutheran Church (WELS), at which Dave 
Hartman and Joe Pohlman presented their now-famous "Four Statements," demanding 
that they be accepted or rejected} or, November 19# 1981, the date of the letter 
informing the Hart mans and Pohlmans that their membership in Faith congregation 
(and, thus, also the WELS) had been terminated; or, perhaps, March 12, 1982, when 
their letters were first publicly printed in "Christian News." 

At this time we might also make mention of the most vocal champion of the opposition, 
at least up to this time, Mr. Chester A. Swanson. The name of this Missouri Synod 
layman is familiar to all who read "Christian News," and his theological activity 
until this present controversy, to my knowledge, has always been squarUy in line 
with the orthodox position of the former Synodical Conference. 

If we had to mention any pastors who have spoken for the opposition, the name of 
Vernon Harley would have to stand out. But his defense in "Christian News" was 
limited to Professor Maier and not the Kokomo couples. 

At this time I would like to make it clear that my chief source of knowledge for the 
following information has been the pages of "Christian News." In fact, the scrapbook 
I started back in 1981 was entitled, "The 'Objective Justification' Controversy 
within the Lutheran Church -Missouri Synod as compiled from the pages of Christian 
News together with several selections of related materials." (Thanks to the cata- 
lyst of the assignment to write this present paper, my "scrapbook" now consists 
primarily of "related materials" and I'm into Volume XXI, with no intention of stop- 
ping my collection of primary sources just because this paper has been written. 
With the exception of the very few references noted (as well as a few additional 
items not listed because they aren't accesible to the public), my "scrapbook" in- 
cludes everything listed in the chronological bibliography at the end of this paper. 
When the Lord takes me home, maybe I'll leave it to the Sem Library > if they'll have 
it!) I am privy to no special sources of knowledge. I have had some letters from 
Swanson and the Hartmans and Pohlmans which indicated they were for public consump- 
tion but which "Christian News" did not see fit to print. I also answered their 
letters with some of my own, copied to, but not printed in, "Christian News." Which 
is just fine as far as I'm concerned. What the readers of "Christian News" really 
need is a reprint of the 1965 Free Conference's "Statement on Justification »' I 
hope someday soon Herman Otten will see fit to defend the doctrine of objective 
justification clearly for his readers' edification — if he, in truth, still holds 
it as his own. 



The First Catalyst i William F. Beck and AiKaiou) 
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"Christian News" published William F. Beck's "What Does Dikaiooo Mean?" on December 
t, 1975. Its appearance was no doubt a reflection o-f Herman Otten's support of the 
AAT, soon to be published in complete form, and the objections that had been raised 
for over ten years to Beck's translation of 6iKai6'u> . To the subject in general, 
Theodore Mueller has commented in the first number of the 1982 "Concordia Theologi- 
cal Quarterly," 

One problem has arisen when the verb "to justify" is translated into for- 
mal English. Beck, in particular, uses the expression "make righteous" 
In Romans 4i5 as an analogy to Luther's translation "der die Cottlosen 
gerecht macht." For English-speakers the question arisesi Does God's 
verdict of being righteous transform the very nature of the individual, 
change his sinful human nature? No doubt, in conversion, with the first 
flicker of faith, a new life is created, a new beginning is made and the 
preaching of God's justification brings about this intrinsic change, since 
by preaching man is brought to faith. Yet justification and conversion 
and subsequent sanctification are not the same and must be treated as 
different topics (Apology IV«252). For our justification occurred two 
thousand years ago, when Christ was raised from the dead (Rom. 4»25), 
and we were justified while we were His enemies (Rom. 5*10)» Tbe pro- 
blem resides in the assumption that the German and the English expres- 
sions convey the identical meaning. There is an essential difference 
in the two languages. In German, for instance, one can say, "Er hat 
den Teufel ganz schwarz gemacht," which must be translated into Eng- 
lish as "He made the devil appear all black." In English the verb 
"to make" expresses an intrinsic change, a feature which is not neces- 
sarily expressed by the German equivalent. Beck's translation was in- 
fluenced by the German language, and he failed to realize that the feature 
of intrinsic change is always present in the English verb. 2 52 

This may be Mueller's defense of Beck, or, at least a possible explanation for his 
translation, but in light of Beck's article on 6i.xat.6u) , it seems very hard for me 
to beliove that Beck was simply influenced by his knowledge of German and that he 
didn't translate 6LHai6co "to make righteous" for the express reason that he wanted 
to show an" intrinsic change" was involved as far as he was concernedl Ncrtr when he 
can ask the question, "If justification has no effect within a person and doesn't 
really take away sin, isn't God's grace deprived of its power?" — and expect a 
"Yes" answer. 

Beck wants an "effective " verdict, not just a declarative verdict. And by effect- 
ive, he means within a person, not just over a person, outside a person. Thus he 
writest "By assuming God's justification is ineffeeti/e, dogmaticians can claim 
justification is outside us and can exclude the effect of .making us righteous. 

Some may argue that Beck isn't talking about "objective" justification herf but 
"subjective." But what we're really talking about is the verb 6ixai6a) , about 
what the act of justification defined by the verb essentially is, and if God's 
justification has to be "effective" --that is, work an inner change in those whom 
he declares righteous so that they are also inwardly righteous — is there any room 
left for the objective justification of a world just as essentially sinful with 
God's verdict pronounced over it as without it? 



In this light, consider this quote t 
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. . . But if God only calls me righteous without making me righteous, 
then I'm not even apparently righteous; my righteousness Is unreal. 
I© justification then only a pious fiction? Isn't God telling the 
truth when He says I am righteous? In heaven God is saying I am 
righteous but on earth I'm as sinful as ever. Is God a liar?^ 

Beck correctly states: "Never does 'justify' mean a declaration of righteousness with- 
out a real righteousness. If an unrighteous person is declared righteous, that is 
not justification but perversion. " 2 55 I don't know If he missed it^r not— I* 11 
never be able to ask him in this life—but he certainly doesn't a^so/make the point 
that the righteousness which allows God to declare me and every other believer and 
every unbeliever righteous is Christ's righteousness , which is not in me but which 
counts for me and all people whether Jesus lives in bur. hearts or not. 

When Beck makes the statement, "When God says, 'You are righteous,' no osg^a heav- 
en, on earth, or in hell should say, 'B u t you are really not righteous," he* confusss 
law and Gospel in his context because if I look outside of me, I see Christ and his 
righteousness which count as my own.. .-But if I look inside me, underneath the robes 
of Christ's righteousness, I still see a person who is old man as well as new man! 
True, according to the new man of faith I am righteous now "inside" as a believer, 
but what is my faith? Nothing less than the fact that God justified me, declared 
me righteous , when I was still only old manl 

At best we can give Beck the benefit of the doubt and say we just don't understand 
what he really meant to say. But it is hard to do this, when he makes statements 
like, "Justification and regeneration may well be one thing," and, "Forensic 
justification excludes any change in us when we are justified, But binai6u is a 
causative verb that by the gift of righteousness changes an ungodly person into a 
righteous one. 2 Cor 5«21i 'God made Him who didfiot know sin to be sin for us to 
make us God's righteousness in Him.* yEvu)u£3a is a change to righteousness. The 
same Ytvuuui is used in John 2«9 of the water 'made' wine. . . It's a real change." 
258 

At worst, this excludes any thought of an "objective" justification. Only believ- 
ers could be justified and justification would have to coincide with regeneration 
because its basis would not be the righteousness of Christ apart from us, but in 
us. I'm not going to say that this is exactly what Beck meant, even if I may 
lean toward this as the true meaning of the words he wrote. But this certainly 
shows the dangers of translating 6iMgigo> "to make righteous" rather than "to de- 
clare righteous." 

In his paper comparing the AAT and the NIV, Dr. Becker refers to the footnote Beck 
added because of that "fraternal pressure" and writes. 

Because of that footnote the AAT should not be charged with Osiandri- 
anism. Whether or not that charge can be made against Beck personal- 
ly is not so easy to decide. I must say that some of the articles that 
have been published in Christian News in defense of the translation 
"make righteous" have made me a little uneasy. When Verdict maga- 
zine classifies Beck with Osiandrian theologians I suspect tha ( t it 
may be right. But that does not necessarily mean that "make righte- 
ous" must be declared Osiandrian. 

Nevertheless, even if we put the best construction on evnrything,^ it 
cannot be denied that the translation "make righteous" for binaiou) 
is most likely to implant false concepts concerning justification 
in the mind of the unwary reader. If there were no other objections 
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to the AAT this translation makes It unacceptable for use in Lutheran 
liturature . 

In fairness "to the AAT it should be said that that the committee in- 
vited by Herman Otten and the Beck family to offer suggestions for re- 
vision has recommended that all the passages in which 6iKai6uj is 
translated with "make righteous" should be revised, and unless there 
is a change of plans of which I do not know these revisions will ap- 
pear in a new edition that will be issued when the OT revision commit- 
tee has finished its work. But until that edition appears I do not 
see how any confessional Lutheran can recommend the AAT without reser- 
vations. 259 

Before we get back to 61x0.1610 and "make righteous" in the pages of "Christian News", 
I would like to add one more piece of evidence here that Beck may have rejected or, 
at best, had difficulties with an objective justification. My evidence is his 
translation of 2 Cor 5*19* This is not the translation which appears in the AAT — 
at least that of the "slightly revised" edition of 1964, the copy of the New Testa- 
ment I have. I'm referring to that of his catechism booklet, Bible Truth , pub- 
lished by GPH in 1961. Under the section, "God Forgives Sins," Beck answers 
the question, "How did God make us sinners righteous?" with these two passages 
from 2 Corinthians- -his own translation* 

1. "God made Him who did not know sin to be sin for us that in Him we 
should be made the righteousness of God." 2 Cor 5*21 

2. "In Christ, God has been getting rid of the enmity between Himself and 
the people of the world by not counting their sins against them." 

2 Cor 5*19 Ce*wyW*c*i% mine^ 

The AAT of 1964 reads, "In Christ, God was getting rid of the enmity between Him- 
self and the people of the world by not counting their sins against them." Whatever 
one might say about the AAT's translation here, the implications of Beck's first 
translation are obvious and they certainly leave no room for the doctrine of ob- 
jective justification. I only wonder if some "fraternal pressure" was the reason 
for the AAT's version. 

Beck was attacked in the "Forum" of "Christian News" as a"Romanist", and the debate 
waged on j a futile one since Beck was no longer on earth to defend himself or answer 
any questions. I don't plan to get into this particular controversy except to say 
with Professor Becker above that statements were made by Beck's defenders which 
seemed to exclude the doctrine of objective justification, at least at their face 
value. 

The fact that Beck's entire translation of the ilible came out in 1976 was due to 
the efforts of Herman Otten and "Christian News". I don't think it would be unfair 
at all to call it the '"Christian News' Bible." It was "Christian News"'s publica- 
tion of the AAT Bible coupled with Beck's article of December 1, 1975. reprinted 
in "Christian News" a number of times, and the controversy it produced (in par- 
ticular, the defense it received in the pages of'Christian News"), that finally 
led to the January 17i 1979i letter of President J. A. 0. Preus of the Missouri 
Svnod to Herman Otten (who serves the Missouri Synod congregation in New Haven, 
Missouri, but has never been certified by Concordia Seminary, St. Louis). This 
letter contains the first inkling that there was a problem with some in the Mis- 
souri Synod on the Seminary level (at least since the founding of "Seminex") who 
did not share the historical Missouri position concerning objective justification. 
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to the best of my knowledge, but Preuspoesn* t mention any names. 

As Otten's heading above Preus' letter in the February 5» 1979 "Christian News" de- 
clares, Preus wanted an answer to the question, "Where Does Christian News Stand?" 
In a letter sent to Otten written December 15, 19?8, Preus had asked, "Does Beck's 
article represent the official position of Christian News? " Stating that his ques- 
tion has not been answered, Preus now wrote on January 17, 1979t "Without judging 
Doctor Beck's heart or his personal doctrinal position, I am simply stating that 
to me, for vou to say, 'I'm convinced that Beck had no intention of denying objec- 
tive justification' is a totally Inadequate response. Likewise, for you to admit 
that 'Perhaps it would have been best not to publish the Beck article' is totally 
inadequate." 261 

Preus said that he was happy about the changes planned for the 4th edition of Beck's 
Bible, "but what I'm interested in is the correction in the December 1, 1975. is- 
sue of Christian News . This the public is still waiting for." 262 

In the course of this letter, Preus also let the following slipt 

Incidentally, Doctor Becker also raises the question about "repeated 
rumors that aome of the professors at Fort Wayne deny objective jus- 
tification." (asked in a letter to Preus dated December 18, 1978, quoted 
earlier by Preus) My best answer to that is to say that Doctor Becker 
should communicate directly with the administration of the faculty at 
Fort Wayne. I am acquainted with the matter sufficiently to say that 
every effort from official circles is being made to deal with this 
question, ^ut I agree with Doctor Becker that if we correct the Beck 
Bible^ind do not correct any departure from the doctrine of justifica- 
tion In our midst, we are facing a far more serious charge than that 
directed against the Beck Bible. So I hope that the officials at Fort 
Wayne can reassure Doctor Becker. 26 3 
of a. p«>blft*» 

Here the news^is leaked. The fact that this alleged denial concerned Professor 
Walter A. Maier Jr. is made public in the same issue of "Christian News", by Otten 
in his letter to Preus, dated January 22, 1979. The following are the pertinent 
paragraphs, which appeared under the sub-heading, "Getting at Walter Maier." 

Your two public letters have now made the discussions which are going 
on at Concordia, Ft. Wayne, on justification quite public. We are 
not entirely familiar with these discussions but it is rather widely 
known that one of the professors involved is Dr. Walter Maier, Dr. 
Maier has not changed his position on justification since you were pres- 
ident of this seminary and Dr. Maier was teaching there. Why didn't 
you raise your concerns at that time? Certainly, since Dr. Maier is 
one of the members of your praeoldium, you must have had many oppor- 
tunities to be together with him in recent years. Have you ever shared 
your concerns with him? We understand that there are good orthodox 
LCMS theologians who maintain Maier has not said or written anything 
on justification which is contrary to Holy Scripture or the Lutheran 
Confessions. So far it appears to us that both sides in this discus- 
sion are really saying the same thing and only use different terms. 
We may be accused of liberalism, but we have always said that Luther- 
an theologians can be orthodox and yet disagree with the terms used 
by some orthodox fathers. 

Why did you wait all these years to press this case o.-f doctrine against 
Dr. Maier? 26 ^ 
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Incidentally, Otten headlined his letter, "Christian News and Justification," and 
he did answer Preus' basic question. He wrote* "The Beck article, 'What Does 
Dikaiooo Mean?" does not represent the official position of Christian News. How- 
ever, we don't believe he can be accused of false doctrine because of this arti- 
cle." We could only hope that Otten would be as charitable with the"Kokomo Four 
Statements"; that is, of course, if he still believes in the objective justification 
they attempt to display. At least it can be said that in this letter of January 22, 
1979i Otten was still willing to stand by and reprint what he had written in Baal 
or God . At the same time, however, we should also say that Otten does not mention 
"objective justification," per se , but repeatedly speaks of "the doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith alone." 

I would now like to give space to a letter which appeared in the "Christian News" 
of February 19, 1979. It was written by Dr. Becker and I only wish that Otten had 
followed his advice! 

Dear Herman, 

The continued controversy over the translation of "justify" in 
Christian News troubles me. 

On the one hand, those who accuse Dr. Beck of being a false teach- 
er because he translated "make righteous" ought to read the Lutheran 
confessions. In the Apology it is definitely stated that the word can 
mean to "make righteous." See Apology IV, 72. It should, however, be 
remembered that this definition was sharpened up in the Formula of Con- 
cord. Nevertheless, the translation "make righteous" is not enough 
evidence to enable us to brand anyone a false teacher* 

You know that I was just as unhappy as anyone over this transla- 
tion. "Make righteous" is not a good translation of the word because 
it lends itself so easily to misinterpretation. And some of the arti- 
cles that you have published in defense of this translation have not 
improved the situation. 

There is, however, a very simple test that can be applied to those 
who use this translation or who defend it. The one question that you 
ought to ask anyone who writes for Christian News on this subject is 
this: Do you believe that God has really justified all men? Or. Do 
you believe that the sins of all men have indeed been forgiven by God': 
Are you convinced that the Lutheran Confessions are right when they say 
that a man who does not believe that his sins are forgiven is accusing 
God of lying? That sentence clearly teaches that God has forgiven the 
sins also of the unbelievers. It teaches that there Is a forgiveness 
of :-.lns and a justification of the sinner that precedes faith. You 
reallv owe it to the truth of the Gospel not to publish any defense 
of "make righteous" unless the author clearly states that he accepts 
universal or objective justification. We are here dealing with the 
verv heart of the Gospel, and you ought not to let Christian News be- 
come a trumpet that gives an uncertain sound. 

You know that I am grateful for what you have done for my old church, 
the Missouri Synod, for which I still have a soft spot in my heart. With- 
out Christian News the LC-MS would be even farther down the road to doc- 
trinal decay than it is. But please do not publish any more articles de- 
fending "make righteous" unless the author defends universal justifica- 
tion also. 

Sincerely yours, 

(Rev.) Giegbert W. Becker 2 66 

liven though Maier's name was mentioned at this time, it would be Preus' letter to 
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the congregations of the Missouri Synod on October 24, 1980, that would precipitate 
the next stage in the controversy over objective justification. As we move ahead 
to this point, we also pass a few other important dates relative to our present 
controversy. 

On June 20, 1979, Faith Evangelical Lutheran congregation of Kokomo, Indiana— 
Charles W. Papenfuns, pastor — held a special voters' meeting to consider "Four 
Sta^nvnts" presented by Mr. and Mrs. David Hartman and Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Pohlman. 
Thev had become disturbed at what they considered their pastor's "new" teachings 
concerning justification (Pastor Papenfuss arrived from the Wisconsin Synod's r. 
seminarv in July of 1978). The couples themselves had drawn up these statements 
from two sources. Now they wanted to know if they were in agreement with the teach 
ing of the WELS. The congregation voted yes. Hartman and Pohlman voted no. We'll 
take up the contents of these statements later. 

On July 8, 1979, these two couples received letters suspending them from the fellow 
ship of Faith congregation. Appealing their case, the couples met with Circuit Pas 
tor Alan H. Siggelkow on August 7. 1979. On January 23, 1980, Southeastern Wiscon- 
sin District President George W. Boldt informed the couples that he had appointed 
a commission of review to study the matter. The couples met with this committee on 
June 9, 1980. This committee (nayne i). Mueller j Ralph 0. Muenkel; Armin J. Panning 
chairman; Ralph E. Scharf, secretary; and Theodore H. Zuberbier), on the basis of 
its discussion of the Scripture passages wh'ish teach objective justification with 
the Hartmans and Pohlmans, recommended that their membership be terminated because 
they refused to"accept the doctrine of justification as practiced by the WELS"267 
To quote a portion of the Review Committee's reporti 

... the panel feels itself compelled to distinguish between form and 
content. While the form of the Four Statements is inadequate, the doc- 
trine of objective justification that it grapples with is Scriptural. 
The Four Statements have served to show that there is a doctrinal dif- 
ference between Faith Congregation and the appellants. A full after- 
noon's discussion of many^ible passages has convinced the panel that 
the same doctrinal difference exists also between the appellants and 
the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod — a difference which the ap- 
pellants themselves recognized and admitted in the closing portion of 
the meeting. An open, honest assessment of the situation would seem 
to leave no alternative but to recognize that the break in fellowship 
which Faith Congregation has declared applies also to the appellants' 
fellowship with the WELS. The real difference in understanding is on 
key passages of Scripture, e.g., Romans 5*17-19 and 2 Cor. 5il8-20, 
not just on the Four StalJments taken by themselves. 

. . . (Due to procedural irregularities) The suspension process could, 
of course, be done over and the procedures corrected, but the outcome 
would still be the same so long as the doctrinal difference dividing 
the two groups exist. The panel sees no advantage in opening the case 
once more at this stage unle^gg there is a meeting of minds on the doc- 
trinal issue involved. . . 

Now back to Preus and Maier. 

The Second Catalyst I "TO THE CONGREGATIONS OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH -MISSOURI SYNOD . 

Octobnr 2k, 1980 

The elections for the next president of the Missouri Synod would be held at the 
convention of July, 1981. Preus had already announced that he would not run again. 
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Maier appeared as the choice of conservative Missouri, their hope for a strong, or- 
thodox theologian to replace "Preus the Politician." When Preus' letter came, it 
nas a shock to many, myself included when I saw it reported in the November 3i 1980, 
"Christian News." This was no minor charge about some minor doctrine! This dealt 
with the heart of the Gospel message. 

Preus felt it was his duty as the president of the Synod to inform its members of 
the question mark concerning candidate Maier' s orthodoxy. Here is the most perti- 
nent section from Preus' October 24th letter* 

I am sharing with vou only a series of questions posed by myself and 
answered by the president of the seminary, Doctor Robert Preus is proba- 
bly the greatest expert in our church on the subject of Justification, 
and I do not say this only because he is my brother, but it Is a fact 
which is widely recognized. The questions! raised, all of which have 
been shared with the Board of Control, dealt only witfr the subject of 
Objective Justification, as do the answers. The pertinent questions 
and answers are! 

"1. Do you believe that the matter of objective justification is a 
doctrine , clearly taught in holy Scripture and bv our Synod?" "yes." 

"2. Or do you believe that it is merely an exegetical opinion?" "No." 

"3. Do you subscribe to the teachings of the Brief Statement, Stoeck- 
hardt's exegesis of this matter, The Abiding Word , and Pieper's Dogmatics, 
II, pp. 321, 347-351. 508, 552, relative to what these documents refer to 
as the doctrine of objective justification?" "Yes." 

"4. On the basis of Maier' s paper and your discussions with him, and the 
discussions that have taken place in the faculty meetings, can you say 
categorically that Maier accepts the doctrine of objective justification 
as set forth in the:se documents?" "No." 

"5. Does he accept Pieper's exegesis for this doctrine ?" "No." 

"6. Does he accept the doctrine while rejecting the exegesis?" "Yes." 

"10. Do you yourself subscribe to Maier' s paper as being a correct ex- 
position of biblical teaching?" "No." 

"11. it a correc t doctrinal statement of objective justification?" 
"No." 

"12. Did the action on your part of appointing him head of the exegetical 
department indicate that you believe Maier is entirely orthodox in his 
teaching on the matter of objective justification? Or that the matter is 
an open question?" "No." 

"18. Maier, Harley, and others have stated both to me and to others that 
they believe this is entirely a matter of semantics. Is this your be- 
lief?" "No." 

While the entire literature on this subject raises many other questions, 
please note the peculiar matter that is raised in question 6; namely, that 
Doctor Maier seems to accept the doctrine of Objective Justification but 
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rejects the exegesis upon which this doctrine is based. As I stated to 
the Board of Control in my letter of December, 1979 « 

"This seems to me to be the nub of the question. It seems to me that a 
man who holds a position such as Robert (Preus) describes has an error 
regarding the doctrine of sola scrlptura . How do we arrive at doctrine 
if not by exegesis? ... I do not believe we can allow a situation to 
continue in which it can be said that a man accepts orthodox doctrine 
but does not accept the sedes doctrinae (scriptural basis) for the 
doctrine . . 

I do not believe that the Missouri Synod can give its approval to a 
theological stance In which we accept a doctrine but do not accept the 
Biblical basis for it. 26 ? 

Preus also mentions the fact that concern about Maier's position was first reported 
to him on December 9, 19?6. Preus says he remained silent on this issue the previ- 
ous time Maier had been a candidate for president of the LC*MS in 1977 because his 
brother, Robert Preus, had assured him that 

... he would deal with the matter, and later informed me that he 
had been aware of it and had been dealing with it even prior to 
December, 1976 (emphasis mine). He also informed me that other mem- 
bers of the faculty had been concerned about this matter. I now must 
report to you that nearly four years later, in the fall °£,J)980, the 
matter has still not as yet been satisfactorily settled." ' 

Preus turned the matter over to the Board of Control of Concordia Theological Semi- 
nary , Fort Wayne, on December 9* 1979* 

Preus wrote, "I am making no charges." 2 ''! Be that as it may, the fact that MaieJr 
had a problem with objective justification was now out in the open. The exact na- 
ture of this problem was, and still is, hard to say, at least in a very definite 
way. As far as I can tell from what I've read in "Christian News," flaler seems to 
agree to the classic doctrine of objective justification in substance at some times 
but at other times speaks in ways that make this extremely doubtful. I suppose all 
I can say Is that I, too, will do my best to refrain from "making charges." I will 
simply try and give the evidence as I see it and make a few comments of my own. 

Before we move ahead, we can go back to April 30, 1979* and a statement on "General 
('Objective') Justification" adopted unanimously by the Ft. Wayne Faculty on that 
date. Now that we know what prompted it, what does it say? Or, perhaps more im- 
portant, what doesn' t it say?! 

It does say l "On the basis of Rom. *U25j 5 i18 ; 2 Cor 5*19 and parallels, classical 
Lutheran theology speaks of a general (generalis.allgemeine) justification . . . 
This justification (declaration of acquittal, righteousness, forgiveness) has 
been acquired or merited for all men by Christ, is effectively offered to all in 
the Gospel (Word and Sacraments) , and is individually received or applied in and 
by faith alone." 2 ? 2 

What doesn' t it say? Nowhere in the entire statement, including the sections elabor- 
ating on the above, doeo it say simply and distinctly that all men have actually 
been declared righteous bv God and that all sins of all people have actually been 
forgiven by God. To simply say that justification (or forgiveness) has been acq uir ed 
or merited or offered doesn't say the same. And to say that this is individually 
received or applled ( put double emphasis on applied , one theirs, the other minel) 
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leaves the matter open that this generalpustif icatlon is only potential, not actu-^ 
al. Compared to the old voices in Missouri on objective justification, this doesn't 
really sound any better than the old Common Confession. Especially when we consi- 
der that these are theologians who should know how to say things clearly, simply, 
and directly —unless they want to leave certain matters "open." 

With Preus' letter of October 2k and Its publication in "Christian News" on November 
3, the flood gates were opened. The issue was no longer simply Beck's "6moti6'd)" 
Now It was Maier, the conservative choice for president. But far more important, 
it was also the doctrine of objective justification, the heart of the Gospel, as 
confessed by Missouri since her birth. And the voices in defense of Maier—even if 
his true position might have been unclear—gave plenty of evidence for others to 
wonder what had happened among the "orthodox" In Missouri. 

Maier responded to the congregations of the LC-MS in a letter of his own, October 
29, 1982. In it he states that, "I joyfully, wholeheartedly, and unreservedly be- 
lieve, teach, and confess the central doctrine of the Holy Scripture, the Lutheran 
Reformation, and the Lutheran Confessions^ justification by grace alone through 
faith alone in Jesus Christ our Savior. " 2 '3 

He said that he didn't prefer the terminology "objective justification" and "subjec- 
tive justification;" that he preferred the "si»ple Biblical wording applied to jus- 
tification. But he never used the simple biblical terminology of 2 Cor 5*19 
to say in his letter that he believed God had forgiven all slnsjto all people- 
actually, not potentially. He rtVer used the simple biblical terminology of Horn 
5:18 and 4t25 to say that all people have been justified. He does appeal to the 
"Summary and Conclusion" of a committee paper received and approved by the Board 
of Control of the Ft. Wayne Seminary on September 30, 1930. Herein it statesi 

5. When Christ finished the work of redemption, it was complete and 

all-sufficient in every respect. Nothing further needed to be 
done to provide a way of salvation for the entire human race. The 
law had been fulfilled; the world Was redeemed from its cur.se; Christ 
had faced God's wrath in its fullness and God's justice was satisfied; 
the punishment for sin had been borne for all mankind; the ransom for 
sin had been paid; the redemption of the world was an accomplished 
fact; God has accepted the sacrifice of Christ for the redemption of 
the world; "God has already declared the whole world to be righteous 
in Christ." (Brief Statement on Justification paragraph 17). These 
treasures of the Gospel were not mere abstract ideas, nor were they 
promises to be fulfilled at some future date; they were instead objec- 
tive realities which had been won for the entire world by the all-;;uf- 
ficient work of Christ, to be appropriated by faith. & 

This sounds great. Unfortunately, reading the paper (which appeared in "Christian 
News") makes it obvious that one can even use the term "objective realities" to 
sneak about justification and the forgiveness of sins and still not be saying that 
in Christ God has declared every Individual person just objectively and forgiven 
every person all his sins objectively. Section 8 of the paper says that the term 
"objective justification" was used by Lutheran theologians to emphasize a) the all- 
sufficiencv and completeness of the atoning work of Christ; and b) the objectivity 
of the Gospel. 

The promises of the Gospel were not only possibilities but they were 
objective realities. The redemption of the world was an accomplished 
fact; the ransom for sin had been paid and accepted by God; the sacri- 
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fice for sin had been made; Christ had faced God's wrath for the sin- 
ful world; the punishment had been borne for us; God .' sjjustice had been 
satisfied; the law had been fulfilled; the world had been redeemed from 
its curse; divine grace was a fact. The message of the Gospel offered 
objective treasures, true realities. All was ready for man to accept 
these treasures by faith. ^7° 

Note that it never pays above that all men are forgiven; that all men are now just 
in God's sight. That's reserved for faithl Section 9 of this paper takes what Ed- 
uard Preuss said about subjective justification and tries to pit it against what he 
said about objective justification. 

Here are "objective realities"all right! They just aren't mine yet until the Gospel 
brings them to me and I accept them by faith. I hope that by now the reader of this 
paper can see what I'm driving at. I may sound overly critical. I'm not saying 
that the statements quoted here can't be taken in a correct way. But I believe 
they also allow for one to weasel out of a clear confession of objective justifi- 
cation as clearly confessed and taught by Missouri prior to 1938. There are those 
who would call the forgiveness of all sins for all people an "objective reality" in 
Christ, but not admit that God has actually forgiven all sins to all people. 

for a ouick jump back to the released Kokomo couplest On November 19 they received 
the official letters from Faith Lutheran informing them that the voters had "ap- 
proved a resolution terminating your membership in the congregation unless and un- 
til such time as you accept the doctrine of justification as practiced by the 
//ELS." 277 

Back to Maier, it's easy to see how a rash of articles would appear in many dif- 
ferent publication, both pro and con. In the December 1, 1980, edition of" Christian 
New:--,", Rev. Vernon Harley, one of the LC-MS pastors In Fairmont, Minnesota, came to 
bat for '''ai'.-r (also known to the readers of" Christian News" as WAM). In his article, 
headlined "Orthodoxy Qucstion--Doctrine or Terminology?" , Harley said that 

The reasons for which Dr. Maier seems to be uncomfortable with the terms, 

it seems, arei l) Improper connotations are quite generally carried 

along with the terms; 2) The exegesis employed by Drs. Pieper, Stoeck- 

hardt and others of the passages called sedes doctrinae for "objective ju^Kta*" 16 * 

appears to him to be faulty. -Ur. Maier does not consider these exe- 

getlcal differences necessarily as being a reflexion on a theologian's 

orthodoxy as long as the same doctrine is taught based on other clear 

Scripture texts, nor that his orthodoxy should be questioned if he prefers 

not to use the term n ^o^° exegete Its legitimate meaning from the 

same sedes doctrinae . ' 

Harley also writes: 

Dr. Maier objects that such expressions (used by Pieper to speak of 
an end to God's wrath over mankind) imply a change in God, a cessa- 
tion of God's wrath upon sin and upon sinners even where their is no 
faith, and hence an unscriptural universalismphich is in turn the 
cause of a great lack of sanctif ication among many Lutherans. 
(This is an objection which disappears when Law and Gospel are pro- 
perly divided.) 

Regarding Maier' s approach to the various sedes passages, Harley says, "To 
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use the Scriptural terms "justify" and "justification" apart from faith, or the im- 
putation of righteousness in the sense of objective justification, does not fit the 
context nor the basic statement of Scripture, particularly in the Homans 4i25 text." 
280 His understanding here, then, is that Jesus was raised again on account of our 
justification by faith 1 So — Jesus was raised in the past for our justification in 
the future; purpose rather than result. 

The same purpose and future interpretation is used for Romans 51I8-I9. Harley writesi 

In neither of the above cases, it seemsjto this writer, should Dr. 
Maier' s orthodoxy be questioned because he insists upon observing the 
future and purpose concepts expressed in the literal statements of 
Scripture. Obviously, however, if all became or were constituted 
sinners through one (Adam) and Clod's purpose is to constitute all 
righteous through One (Christ^ Christ's redemptive benefits (forgiveness 
of sins) have been objectively acquired for all, accepted by God as 
all-sufficient, and offered as such to all through the Gospel. Dr. 
Maier believes and teaches this. 2 ^! 

But this is not objective justification! No one had ever questioned whether Maier 
believed or the Scriptures taught that Jesus died for all. The question is over 
the results of this redemptive work — are they actual or potential? And, as we've 
already seen, even to call these results "objective realities" doesn't necessarily 
mean that all people have been forgiven and all people have been declared righteous. 

Harley also writesi 

Concerning a third passage (2 Cor. 5*18-19)1 also considered a chief 
sedes doctrinae for objective justification, I personally find it 
difficult to accept Dr. i'laier's exegesis as either a natural under- 
standing of the text or in agreement with the various Bible transla- 
tions I have. Dr. Maier correctly points out the subjective nature of 
V.17 (If any man be in Christ, he is a new creature) and reminds us that 
the whole context is addressed to believers j but when he reads future 
purpose into "reconciling" and "not imputing" of v. 19, this may be 
allowable and so used in certain Greek structures as he demonstrates, 
but this seems to be contrary to the usual understanding of such lan- 
guage. ^ 

"/hat does Harley believe makes Maier interpret these verses as he does? 

Faulty concepts regarding "God being reconciled," "God laying His 
wrath aside," etc. seem to raise a red flag causing Dr. Maier to in- 
terpret the verb forms in the way that gives rise to complaints that he 
denies the essence of objective justification. It also seems such ex- 
pressions are indeed taken so literally that the universalism and lack 
of sanctif Ication Dr. Maier fears becomes a real danger ... To this 
writer, it appears, the problem with the traditional exegesis has been 
failing to do justice to the Scriptural statement that It was the 
WQHLD that God reconciled to Himself, that He personally needed no re- 
conciling or change of attitude, when such terms are used by us of 
God as "stilling God's wrath," "expiating" a id "propitiating" God's 
wrath, the anthropomorphic nature of such terms needs to be borne in 
mind. They describe the new condition brought about through the sacri- 
fice of Christ between the world and God rather than an actual change 
in the heart and mind of Qod.^ 
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We can certainly sympathize with Maier's questions about terminology. We cannot 
accept his exegesis as presented by Harley, especially that of 2 Gor 5»19. 

The December 15, 1980, "Christian News" carried the headline, "Conservative Leader 
Says Maier Is True to Bible and Confessions," and here we meet one of Maier's (and, 
todav, the Kokomo couples') chelf defenders, Chester Swanson (more commonly, 
Chet A. Swanson) of CincinnH,i, Ohio, and a chairman of the Doctrinal Concerns Pro- 
gram (a conservative action group) within the LC-MS. In a letter to Doctor Harold 
Buls of Ft. Wayne, Swanson informs the readers of "Christian News", as well as Prof. 
Buls, that "Dr. Maier had been using his exegesis and 'preferred terminology' on 
justification since at least the 60's." 28i+ 

In other letters that appeared in "Christian News" as the weeks went by, Swanson 
pointed out the "danger of universalism" in preaching an objective justification 
that declares all people justified before faith and points out how Maier believed 
that "Jesus died for all," But there never was anv question on Maier's stand con- 
cerning universal redemption. More and more the matter seems to become a confusion 
of Law and Gospel, especially when the fear of universalism is brought in. Proper 
preaching of the Law as well as the Gospel will rule out universalism completely, 
and as soon as we stop teaching Scriptural truth because of the possibility that 
someone might misinterpret what we say — we might as well give the whole Bible upt 

On January 5. 1981 t Maier met with President J. A. 0. Preusj on January 6 with Preus 
and the five District Presidents who constitute the LC-MS Praesidium. Also present 
were Dr. Theodore F. Nickel (author of ; "Another Fraternal Endeavor" back in '5*0 
and Dr. Howard TepKer. The Praesidium' s opinion, on the basis of their discussion, 
was that Maier held a position different from that of the official doctrinal posi- 
tion of the Synod. The LC-MS "Reporter" of January 12 stated* 

The presidium noted that in a paper delivered to the Fort Wayne facul- 
ty in January 1979, Maier maintains that on the basis of Scripture 
and the Lutheran Confessions, justification can only be spoken of in 
connection with faith. The position of the Cynod is that there is an 
aspect of justification called objective or world justification which 
took place prior to a sinner's coming to faith. 

. . ■ Similarly, the presidium noted that Dr. Maier states that objec- 
tive reconciliation does "not bear Scriptural warrant." He also con- 
tends that those passages in the Bible which speak of God reconciling 
the world to Himself (2 Cor. 5il9{ Rom 5*10ffs Col. Iil9ff) do not 
mean that God's wrath against all sinners has been laid aside because 
of the work of Christ, but should be understood to mean that Christ's 
work has made it possible for God to change the hearts of men so that 
they become reconciled to God through faith. 2 ^5 

Maier issued his own statement in reply. In it he saidt 

. . . Specifically speaking, Christ kept the Law perfectly in men's 
stead and suffered all the penalties for their transgressions, thus 
bringing into being what Paul calls "the righteousness of God" in 
Romans 1*1?. 

It is the sum total of Christ's merit, the whole of His substitution- 
ary obedience, as referred to in the New Testament. This righteous- 
ness God graciously offers all men in the Gospel and He imputes to be- 
lievers when, by the Holy Spirit's power, they come to faith (and as 
they remain in faith). 
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Thus, apart from any good works they may perform, men are "justified," 
or declared (or accounted) righteous by faith (Rom. 3»28); their sins 
are forgiven. With this blessing God's condemning wrath is removed 
from them and they obtain the gifts of life and salvation. 206 

It should be obvious that our doctrine of objective justification is not clearly 
stated here. And it is "in the light of the above" that Maier saidi 

I'm In full accord with these words written by Dt, Theodore itogelder 
in Popular Symbolics , paragraph 89, page 63» "Justification is a ju- 
dicial act of God. The sins of the whole world being forgiven because 
of the vicarious atonement of Christ (Objective Justification), God 
pronounces the sinner righteous who by faith accepts this universal 
pardon offered in the Gospel, imputing to him the righteousness of 
Christ (Subjective Justification)." 28 ' 

On January 30, 1981, the Board of Control of Concordia, Ft. Wayne, met with Maier 
and representatives of the LC-MS Praesidlum. On the basis of this meeting, the 
Board announced that it had arrived at a basic understanding with Maier and had 
not found him guilty of any false doctrine. In the Statement the Board released, 
it is reported! 

At the January 30 meeting . . . Dr. Maier emphatically affirmed his 
belief that on the basis of Christ's vicarious atonement God has put 
His wrath away against the world and has declared the whole world to 
be righteous; that the benefits of this objective forgiveness are 
appropriated only by faith $ that even though the entire human race 
has been redeemed, the Law in all its severity, Including the wrath 

of God against sinners as well as the Gospel of forgiveness must be 
preached to all, including Christians. According to the Gospel, Cod 
Is indeed reconciled; according to the Law, the wrath of God abides 
on all who reject Christ and His Work of reconciliation, refuse to 
repent and live in their sins. 

Maier is quoted as saying, "Doctrinally I stand with our Synod's historic position. 
20Q All this sounds fine. Unfortunately, the Board's report also saidi 

More than semantic differences surfaced|early in the January 30 meeting. At 
the close, however, basic agreement emerged on such topics as the 
wrath of God, Law and Gospel, and"objective justification" — a term 
used in the Lutheran Church to summarize a concept in the Bible and 
the Lutheran Confessions that forgiveness and justification because 
of Christ are objectively available for all mankind through the ages 
whether or not individuals appropriate it through faith. 2 °9 (emphasis 
mine! ) 

How could anyone who truly understood objective justification as the synods of the 
old Svnodical Conference professed it define It in this way?J 

Add to this the fact that Maier told a reporter of the Lutheran Council in the 
U. S. A. he agreed to withdraw his paper delivered to the Ft. Wayne faculty in 
January, 1979.1 "though he said in a telephone interview doing that is 'not a 
retraction J" $new doubts arose within the LC-MS praesidlum whether Maier really 
was in a^reem^nt with Lhe historic doctrinal position of the Missouri Synod. In 
February it was announced that Maier would not teach Romans at Ft. Wayne the fol- 
lowing academic year ('81 -'82). 
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Various letters, pro and con, appeared in "Christian News." In his statement to 
the Board of Control at the January 30 meeting, Maier had quoted from the 1872 
Synodical Conference essay on Justification. In a letter thaCWn the April 27 
"Christian News," the late Martin Scharlemann called this "the Hoax of the Year," 
and cited further evidence from the conference proceedings to show it actually 
spoke against Maier' s apparent use of it. 

On June 8, "Christian News" presented Vernon Harley in a major article with a page 
one headline, "Problems With 'Objective' Justification." Once again it seems that 
the center of the controversy centered around a failure to let the Gospel be Gospel 
and the Law, Law, and leave it at that. Harley wrote that Maier had raised ques- 
tions and expressed disagreement with various expressions used by Pleper, "primari- 
ly," according to Harley, 

with the implication that at the resurrection of Christ "God laid His 
anger by." He and others (including myself) do not find the terms 
"reconciliation" and "justification" necessarily to be synonymous, 
nor the cessation of God's wrath upon the entire world to be embodied 
in the cited Scripture passages, or even to be in harmony with the 
rest of Scripture, If such terminology is pressed to its literal . 
meaning. The terms "objective" and "subjective" properly understood 
need not be contrary to Scripture, but when pressed to conflict with 
other Scripture that "the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against 
all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the truth in un- 
righteousness" (Rom. 1:18), or to mean that "the status of saints" was 
at that time given even to the damned in hell, "to sinners whether they 

_jbelieve it or not," is in our opinion confusing, to go beyond Scrip- 

1 ture , apt to promote universalism, and appears to make faith unnecessary. 
"""Such terminology, of rather recent vintage, Is not part of the Lutfer- 
an Confessions. It was perhaps introduced by conservative theologians 
in the interest of warding off synerglsmjbut it goes beyond what Scrip- 
ture and Lutheranisnt had previously taught. . . ^9° 

It's easy to see how this controvery is already laying the stage for our present 
one—actually part and parcel of the same. It's also clear that what is said here 
is opposed to the doctrine of objective justification taught by the Bible and still 
uniformly confessed and taught by the WELS. 

What did Harley mean when he spoke about "objective justification"? 

No conservative Lutheran, to my knowledge, has a problem with the 
proper concept termed "objective" justification If by that is meant 
the universal vicarious satisfaction rendered by Christ and accepted 
as such bv the Father. This atoning and redeeming work was complete and 
sufficient for all, also declared to be so by the Father by the resur- 
r ection of Christ (Rom. It4; 2 Tim. 3*l6). In as much as the justifi- 
catio n of Christ was for the sake of the sinful world and in the place of 
~~lsinners, this aspect of justification is universal . So also is re- 
conciliation if by that term the full payment of all sins is meant 
and God's acceptance of it as such. 2 91 

Here, "objective justification" appear? to be nothing more than the universal re- 
demption of mankind. 

In his article, Rarely also seemed to share the old assumption that a forensic ob- 
jective justification other than the kind he described would necessarily rule out 
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a forensic subjective justif ication. He also recounts the old arguments against 
the doctrine of objective justification in Romans 1 *i25; 51IO-I8} and 2 Cor 5il9. 
We note that in reference to 2 Gor 5*14 ("If one (Christ) died for all, then were 
all dead"), Harley wrote, "It Is In this verse that Dr. W. A. Maier finds "objec- 
tive" justification, if by that term the universal vicarious satisfaction of Christ 
is meant ." (emphasis mine)^-"- 

Harley's article prompted, among others, a letter from his associate pastor "dis- 
associating" himself from Harley's position In this matter. 

The ensuing issues of "Christian News" made it clear that its pages were no health- 
y "Forum" for reaching some accord on this matter or for finding a clear editorial 
stand upholding biblical truth. Not when a layman's paper such as the following 
was printed which could only confuse matters worse. Respect is one thing, but what 
possible good could come from almost a full page devoted to a paper which first 
savs, "Thus God, through a SHOCKING ACT of love and extreme desire to pardon us, 
forgiveness of all our sins became an actual accomplished fact regardless of our 
personal attitude, emotion or mental state whether we believe it or not (sic)," 
293 and then says t 

. . . Forgiveness of sin is conditional, and is based on the acceptance 
of FAITH , otherwise it would be just a soundless vibration! To be 
made righteous in the sight of God is not just conformity with the 
generally accepted standards of goodness and moral conduct In charac- 
ter, ajvirtue taking place In the heart of the sinner; but IS IN F.iCT 
the administration of justice (as in a Court of Law) when God, in 
PERSON, for Christ's sake, pronounces and declares us free from all 
guilt of sin and unlawful acts, based on our trust in the merits gained 
for us by our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. 

This then becomes PERFECT JUSTIFICATION, complete in every detail with- 
out any reservation or qualification whatsoever. ALL our sins are buried 
deep in the sea, n >ver to wash ashore again; for this reason we can raise 
our arms toward heaven in joy all the days of our life. ^*( under lining mine) 

This is very confused doctrine at best, false doctrine at worst, and certainly noth- 
ing to help clear the already muddled waters at this stage of the controversy. If 
Herman Otten still held (and does hold today) a position on objective justification 
in complete agreement with the Statement Issued by the I965 Free Conference, he cer- 
tain was not (and has not been) faithful in helping defend it in the pages of 
"Christian News". 

On September 7, 1981, "A Reply to Several Responses" came from Harley. I offer 
the following (with a minimum of comment at the end): 

Obviously Preus (Rev. Rolf Preus, son of Robert Preus of Concordia, 
Ft. Wa-me, whose letter with reference to Harley's "Objections" ap- 
peared in "Christian News" June 29, 198l) is again tryin^o foist on 
me his own problem with faith which he must reduce to pure passivity 
( / ar i d keep from becoming the effective, powerful result of God's gra- 
cious activity in Christ. As long as we take justification by faith as 
*the decree, as God's verdict pronouncing the sinner righteous, there 
is no problem as to whether the vicarious atonement was actually or 
potentially effective. It's only when we omit the "in Christ" and 
make justification all-inclusive that n o actual justification is ef - 
fected among the many who proceed on to damnation who allegedly were 
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justified. 

I can't possibly take time to swat every fly which Preus releases^ to 
sting me. But I must respond yet to his charge of mine being an "iffy", 
conditional Gospel. Preus bemoans the fact that my "error" is widely 
held in the LGMfJ.and attributes it to a Galvinistic "carrot-stick" ap- 
proach to preaching the gospel. Preus* s problem, however, is that he 
doesn't seem to realize that he's speaking out of both sides of his 
mouth at the same time. The simple fact is that God Himself has at- 
tached the condition of faith for justification and salvation. There 
are also the conditions of the Gospel and Sacraments through which as 
m"ans God offers, conveys and seals His grace in Christ to the sinner. 
But none of these are conditions man can meet} God supplies them. Our 
Confessions make it absolutely clear that "God does not call without 
means but through the Word, as indeed he has commanded the preaching 
of repentance and forgiveness of sin, St. Paul testified to the same 
effect when he wrote, "We are ambassadors in Christ's stead, and God 
is admonishing you through usl 'Be reconciled to God'" (II Cor. 5«20). 
Tappert 620:27. In other words, IF the gospel isn't preached, IF we 
fail to preach, " BELIEVE on the Lord Jesus Christ," "Be ye reconciled 
to God," and think we can still have an effective gospel by avoiding 
these "gospel imperatives" through which "God in Christ" calls the 
spiritually dead to spiritual life, we- have only ourselves to blame 
if men remain in their sins and comfort themselves with having been 
"justified prior to faith and without faith." The Gospel only becomes 
an "iffy" gospel when it is presented as though man were able to sup- 
ply faith by his own reason and strength and so meet those conditions 
which are necessary for salvation, whereas in reality God in Christ 
supplies it all. 

When R. Preus quotes Luther from a sermon on the Office of the Keys 
he surely realizes that the giving of forgiveness of sins is taking 
place through the promise in the Gospel, through the words of absolu- 
tion. That's what the Office of the Keys is all about. To understand 
this giving or conferring of God's grace which takes place in the ex- 
ercise of the Office of the Keys as being universal or "objective" jus- 
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But both Scripture and the history we have covered so far say they are identical. 
Both are identical. Both are the pure Gospel message true for every sinner, 
whether he believes it or not* "You are forgiven!" Since this date, Harley has 
remained silent with respect to this issue, to the best of my knowledge. Ap- 
pended to his "Reply" were various quotations from the Confessions and "Luther's 
Comments on Texts rfe Use For 'Objective Justification'". 

had 

As for Dr. Walter A. Maier Jr., he v lost the election for president of the Missouri 
Svnod in July, his name dropped after the third ballot. Maier was, however, elected 
Fifth Vice President. Now, in September, Maier was released of his responsibilites 
as chairman of the Exegetical Department of Concordia Seminary, Ft. Wayne, Indiana, 
and I have no idea where matters stand with him and objective justification at this 
time. 

The Third Catalyst* The Kokomo Couples and Their "Four Statements" 




It is from now on that Chet A. Swanson becomes the voice against objective justifi- 
cation in the pages of "Christian News". That Swanson also had contact with the 
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Kokomo issue is seen from this quote which appeared in the November 9, 1981, 
"Christian News"s 

Some of the terminology currently being used to explain this most 
central of Lutheran doctrines (Justification) is wondrous to behold. 
It seems evident that esteemed words of men are being used to alter, 
modify and/or replace inspired words in Scripture, Imagine insist- 
ing that "the doctrine of objective justification" is to be interpreted 
that all— INCLUDING JUDAS AND ALL IN HELL — have been given the "status 
of saints". If you (Dr. Samuel H. Nafzger, of the LC-MS Commission on 
Theology & Church Relations) aie not aware of such terminology being 
taught and enforced, in Lutheran circles, I can supply hard evidence 
that lay couples have been terminated from church membership when they 
refused to accept and teach such terminology. 2 9° 

The December ?, 1981, "Christian News" offered a small statement by a Pastor Mil- 
ton F. Weishahn of Brewster, Nebraska, entitled, "Justification Before Faith." 
Chet A. Swanson offered almost a full page of answer on February 22, 1982. And 
ten days before, Mr. and Mrs. David Hartman and Mr. and Mrs. Joe Pohlman had sent 
out their open letter to the pastors of the WELS and others. Herman Otten publish- 
ed their letter and the letters to them from Faith Lutheran Church dated August 
30, 1979 and November 19, 1980, mentioned earlier. It should come as no surprise 
that they were forwarded to "Christian News" by Chet A. Swanson and appeared in 
print there on March 15, 1982, Otten writest 

Swanson asks» "How would you 'feel' if you were dropped from a congre- 
gation for not confessing and teaching that all individuals are forgiven 
independent of faith and those in Hell have received the status of 
saints?" According to the DCP co-chairman, "We have some in our church 
who insist that Judas was forgiven and is forgiven even as he resides 
in Hell. Such persons are, of course, anti-Walter A. Maier (and anti- 
Chester Swanson) because we prefer to say that forgiveness is OFFERED 
to all but received by faith" 

Swanson sent Christian News the following letter with this attached 
note: "Your readers will surely be interested in the 'Kokomo ^ase.' 
This 'strange' terminology on Justification by Faith is also creeping 
into the LCMS." 2 9? 

Hence Otten' s headline for this article, "Swanson Says 'Strange' Terminology on 
Justification Creeping Into LCMS ." 

And so our present situation and controversy was born. 

I was one of those who wrote the couples after receiving their letters. I had been 
clipping the articles from "Christian News" dealing xith Maier and objective jus- 
tification ever since Preus' letter appeared back in the November 3, 1980^ Issue. 
In 1981 I had started my first 58 "llj x 17 inch" page scrapbook with the previous- 
ly mentioned titlei "The 'Objective Justification' Controversy within the Luther- 
an Church-Missouri Synod &c." I had no idea, 'as I moved into the second volume 
on January 5, 1982, that our own Synod would find itself brought into this con- 
troversy. (Just as I had no idea I'd begin Volume XXI on December 17, 1982 1 and 
how many more volumes will be completed before I leave the controversies of this 
life for the perfect unity of the next the Lord alone knows.) 

The issue, of course, is really a simple one. The Hartmans and Pohlmans do not 
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agree that God has actually forgiven all sins to all people. They do not believe 
that God has already actually declared all people righteous in his sight. They 
believe in a gospel different from our own, if we truly stand on the unconditional 
forgiveness and justification proclaimed in Romans 4t25j 5il3,19; and 2 Cor 5*19. 
Thev believe that Jesus died and paid for the sins of the world. They also ^l^ege 
that his death earned for mankind the merits to justify and forgive all people. 
They believe that, "By grace, God works faith in the hearts of His chosen," and 
that, "Through this God -worked faith sinful man is justified and forgiven or to 
sav it another way, by faith, the merits of Christ are applied to the sinner and 
he is declared righteous and given the gift of eternal life." 2 99 

In my first letter to them, I expressed my view that their problem was one of con- 
fusing Law and Gospel. This appeared to be the case because they constantly quoted 
the law against the Gospel. I received their follow-up letter plus a personal let 
ter, and answered once again that my estimation of their problem was the same. 

As pastors, I'm sure we can understand their problem with objective justification 
when it is viewed in light of the clear message of God's Law, But while we might 
be able to understand their problem, we can not overlook or excuse their error 
when it leads them to openly attack a scriptural truth and claim that their error 
must be accepted. The fact that this matter involves an area where our human 
minds must wrestle with the apparent contradictions of Law and Gospel makes it 
more difficult for us as well as for the fellow sheep of God's flock we have been 
called to serve. But the fact that we must finally acquiesce in humble submission 
to God's Word Is doubly important in this doctrine which is the very heart of the 
Gospel. 

The"Christian News" of April 12, 1982, carried a letter by Swanson to flr. Ralph 
Bohlmann, the man who won the position for which Maier was also nominated. He 

spoke with respect to Bohlmann' s Easter article that had appeared in the "Lutheran 
Witness." Swanson' s postscript will give an idea of his general concern. 

P.S. Now that some of the strange justification language has been 
published in CN my incoming mail, telephone calls and person to per- 
son contacts hive shown broadspread and spreading shock and dismay 
over some of the nomenclature and interpretations that have been used 
in WKLS to proclaim and t_each this central doctrine. How can such an 
orthodox church body permit, let alone proclaim, such language to be 
supported and even enforced? Read MINISTERS IN CHRIST by John Meyer 
and you'll find some of the answers. B u t, could this happen in LC-K3? 
Yes, indeed it canl Some will find the same strain within the confines 
of your fourth paragraph. Such as l 

. . . the Father has accepted the sacrifice of His Son for 
the reconciliation of the world and on His account has gra- 
ciously declared the whole world righteous in His sight. 
Redemption is complete." 
True you have stressed that "through faith and faith alone, all this 
becomes our very own." And you have insisted that the two aspects 
should never be separated. This is good. But, even tonight one who 
calls himself one of "the other side" used the ideas within the above 
indented excerpt to state "JUSTIFICATION IS RECEIVE aY. FAITh . Not 
grace bv Christ's nerits IS RECEIVED BY FAITH. But, JUSTIFICArUN 
(of the whole -or Id) is received. And since righteousness i:-. equated 
with forgiveness, it is easy, so very easy for some to take the indented 
words above and proclaim that Judas, too, and all who never came to 
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faith are forgiven. Yes, then those in Hell possess forgiveness. 
Yes, some of the so called orthodox have extended this to "status 

of saints in hell." Can we not see—will we continue to ignore 

what has been so carefully documented';' Can we not use.. language that 
"limits" "the world" as receiving the payment of sins and the offer 
of forgivnessV Must we take some contested passages which are "open" 
to several possible interpretations rather than give way to passages 
(such as John 3:l6;l8,36 and Matthew 12i30-32) which are clear that 
the entire world of humans do not receive forgiveness but onlv those 
in faith. 300 



The April 26, 1982, "Christian News", under the title, %BLS Clarifies Positioni 
Do Jutes and Hellmates Have the'Status of Saints'?" reprints the open letter of the 
Kokomo couples, plus the report of the Review Committee which investigated their 
appeal. Anvone who can read this committee's report and still try to defend the 
Kokomo couples can not believe in objective justification } t or it clearly shows 
that their termination was much more than a disagreement with certain terminology 
about "Judas" and the "status of saints." 

In an open letter to Professor Panning of our seminary included as part of this u 
same article, Swansea predicts "stormy weather" for the WELS. The fact that we, 
unlike the LC-MS, are united in the doctrine of objective justification should make 
it relatively simple to settle any disputes over some of the terminology that has 
been used, if such disputes should arise. 

The first direct letter to "Christian News" from the Hartmans and Pohlmans, dated 
May 16, 1982, appeared in June. In it they offered "to send in to Christian News 
for publication a detailed explanation of why we have felt it necessary to take ex- 
ceptlon to the Four Statements, why we disagree with them, why we believe they go 
beyond the clear Word of God, as well as why they conflict with the Lutheran Con- 
fessions. Apparently their offer was never accepted. At least their detailed 
explanation hasn't appeared in "Christian News" to the best of my knowledge. If 
it did, you could be sare that their arguments would be based on the Law and pas- 
sages dealing with subjective justification. 

Our synod president officially responded to the Kokomo case in his Newsletter of 
June of 1982. Here, once again for most of you, is President Mischke's conclusioni 

These four statements were assembled as a caricature of objective jus- 
tification and were advanced as an example of the universalisra that is 
supposedly held in WLLS and taught in Faith Congregation, Kokomo. It 
is, therefore, evident that they are not official VffiLS statements. Nor 
hive they ever been "adopted" by the WrJLS, as some have alleged, in 
the course of disciplinary procedures against the two Kokomo couples 
who advanced them. The four statements have rather served to show 
that the parties involved do not accept objective justification. 

While no insistence is to be made on the use of the term "objective" 
( This We Believe , a statement of belief of the Wisconsin Ev, Lutheran 
Synod, presents the doctrine of justification without using the term), 
yet the doctrine which is thereby expressed, namely, that in the "non- 
imputation of trespasses" of which 2 Corinthians 5»19 speaks there is 
indeed a" justification" for the whole world - this is a clear Scrip- 
tural teaching which we cannot relinquish. 



A word of caution may, however, be in place. It may be well to remind 
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ourselves not to divide "objective" and "subjective" justification 
as if they wore two totally different things which can be treated 
in isolation from one another. They are rather the two sides of the 
same coin, and there can be no "saints" or salvation without faith. 
To teach otherwise would indeed be universalism.302 

Here, of course, it's obvious Mischke is not using "saints" the exact same way Meyer 
did in his context. He is certainly not accusing Meyer of universaiism. 

It was about this time that I wrote my letter to Herman Otten which was published 
in "Christian News" on July 5i 1982, suggesting that he clarify his own position, 
with respect to objective justification and reprint pages 82 and 83 of his Baal or 
God— neither of which he did. Instead, he asked mc the question, "Do you accept 
the nov. famous 'Kokomo Statements' which some in the WELS have been defending? 
Do Judas and his cohorts in Hell have the status of saints?" 

If anyone is interested in my response, it can be found in the issue of July 26. 
My firist letter also prompted .--ome further correspondence from the Hartmans and 
Pohlmans and initiated :;,ome correspondence with Cnet A. Svanson. oince these 
letters were "open," but have never seen the light of day in "Christian News," I 
won't mention their contentr. here. They would not add anything to the present 
discussion which has not already been said. 

And so we are finally ready to end the historical section of this paper, 'we can 
do so bv looking briefly at the "now famous" Kokomo Statements. 

The Four Kokomo Statements, Prepared for the Voters of Faith Lutheran, Kokomo, In - 
diana, by the Hartmans and the Pohlmans 

1. Objectively speaking, without any reference to an Individual sinner's attitude 

towrd Christ's sacrifice, purelv on the basis of God's verdict, every sinner, 
whether he knows it or not, whether be believes it or not, has received the 
status of a saint, 

2. After Christ's intervention and through Christ's intervention, God regards 
all sinners as guilt -free saints. 

3. when God reconciled the world to Himself through Christ, He individually pro- 
nounced forgiveness to each individual sinner whether that sinner ever comes 
to faith or not. 

4. At the time of the resurrection of Christ God looked down in hell and declared 
Judas, the people destroyed in the flood, and all the ungodly, innocent, not 
guilty, and forgiven of all sin and gave unto them the status of saints. 

Regardless of how we may rate them, individually and as a whole, I think we would 
all concur with the evaluation of the Review Committee of our Svnodi "The panel 
feels that these Four Statements without explanation or context are an inadequate 
presentation of the doctrine of objective justification." 3^3 But then what about 
their use in this case? Our panel of review also wrote t 

... as the panel sens it, the appellants' appeal of Faith's decision 
amounts to the basic question I Can the Four Statements serve as a cri- 
terion or measure to determine whether the appellants are still members 
of their congregation and in fellowship with the nlisconsin Evangelical 
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Lutheran Synod? 

Her R the panel feels itself compelled to distinguish between form and 
content. While the form of the Four Statements is inadequate, the doc- 
trine of objective justification it grapples with is Scriptural. The 
Pour Statements have served to show that there is a doctrinal differ- 
ence between Faith Congregation and the appellants. A full afternoon's 
discussion of many liible passages has convinced the panel that the 
same doctrinal difference exists also between the appellants and the 
Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Svnod - a difference which the appel- 
lants themselves recognized and admitted in the closing portion of 
the meeting. . . 

To finish the discussion of these Four Statements, I offer the following extended 
quote from Doctor Becker's summarv, one I'm sure will be of as much Interest and 
value to all of you as it was to me. 

These statements were not drawn up by anyone in WELS In order to pre- 
s"nt our position on universal and objective justification. They 
were quotations selected by lay members of a WELS congregation who 
did not agree with our doctrine. They held that Jesus by His vicar- 
ious satisfaction had ma^e it possible for God to forgive sins but 
that God forgives men only when and if they believe, so that man's 
act of believing always precedes God's verdict of innocence. 

The first three statements are taken verbatim from WELS sources. 
It should be said that they are found in contexts which throw consi- 
derable light on what the writers intended to convey by the words 
used. The last statement is quoted from LG-MS sources. They re- 
flect the efforts of an LG-MS professor to present the significance 
of objective justification. It should probably be said that this 
professor does not accept our exegesis of 2 Corinthians 5*19 and Ro- 
mans 5:19, which, by the way, is also the traditional standard LC-MS 
interpretation of those passages. 

The lavmen who drew up this list of statements evidently intended to 
persuade their congregation that universal justification could not 
possibly be true, because that would mean that God forgives also un- 
believers. We can sympathize with their difficulties. It is hard 
for human reason to believe that if God has forgiven He can still con- 
demn. Even for Christians the things of the Spirit of God are fool- 
ishness insofar as they are still natural men, or insofar as the Did 
Adam still clings to them. It is difficult to take every thought in- 
to captiVity to the obedience of Christ. Walther was right when he 
said that the highest art of the Christian theologian is the proper 
distinction between Law and Gospel. But we need to remember that 
the main issue always wasi "Has God forgiven the sins of all men?" 

Because the passages are torn out of context, they are likely to cause 
some difficulties. When the LC-MS layman who felt called to come to the 
defense of the >'ELS Kokomo laymen circulated a questionnaire calling for 
an expression of opinion of the four statements (Chet A. Swanson sent 
his "Purvey of Justification" to LC-MJ pastors in April of 1981; a re- 
vised version to WELS pastors in August of the same year.), I also re- 
ceived a copy. I refused to participate in the survey on the ground 
that the statements are not clear and the results of the survey would 



therefore al-o be confused. Every one of the statements can be under- 
stood correctly, even though one must swallow a little hard to acceds)to 
the fourth. However, because the statements were used to discredit 
the truth of universal justification and to cause other laymen to 
doubt this teaching it is especially necessary to point out that the 
statements do not contain falsi: doctrine. 

Anyone who reads the statements carefully will recognize that they do 
not say that there are saints in hell. The charge that our Synod 
teaches such foolishness is a base canard that has been widely cir- 
culated on the basis of the four statements. 

The third statement is a basically good summary of our position, al- 
though on the part of those who believe that we do not consider faith 
to be important enough, it probably needs the wider context of our 
stress on cola fide . Because the terms "general justification" and 
"individual justification" have sometimes been used as synonyms for 
objective justification and subjective justification, respectively, 
I would have preferred it if the words "individually" and "individual" 
had not been used. But the meaning of the statement is nevertheless 
clear and correct. 

The first statement can easily be misunderstood and has caused confusion. 
The Bible never uses the word saint, when applied to human beings, in 
any other sense than a converted Christian. Those who read those words 
In the context of John Meyer's Ministers of Christ know what Prof, i-ieyer 
wanted to ray in that sentence. The key words are "objectively speak- 
ing" and "status." i'leyer simply wanted to say that the sins of all men 
are forgiven. "Status of a saint" to him meant "the legal state of a 
forgiven sinner." While we may disagree with his use of English, we 
cannot as biblical theologians surrender what he wanted to say. Never- 
theless it would have been better if he had not used the word saint 
in that connection, especially since the word "received" is also a word 
which is often used in describing the function of faith in justifi- 
cation. We receive the status of saint for ourselves or accept for- 
givfinesfS through faith. 

The same criticism can be directed against the second statement. One 
really becomes a guilt -free saint only through faith, if we limit our- 
r.elves to the biblical usage of the word. However, since our holiness, 
as Augustine says, consists in sin's remission rather than in life's 
perfection, we could say that when God forgave the sins of the whole 
world He regarded all sinners as guilt -free, but if they are guilt- 
free we might also say that they are considered sinless in the sight 
of God. But a sinless person is a holy perron, a saint. The fact 
that unbelievers do not consider themselves to be forgiven for Christ's 
sake does not change the truth of God's rJord that tells us that God 
does not impute the sins of all men to them, or that through one man 
justification has come upon all men. 

riven the fourth statement can be defended even though it leaves much 
to be desired. As we have said, the statement is not drawn from a 
WEL3 source. If it is true that God has forgiven the sins of the world 
then it is also true that He forgave the sin of Judas, irfhen Jerus 
called Judas "friend" in the g .rden He was in effect treating him as 
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a forgiven sinner. If Jesus took away the sins of the world He also 
took away the sins of the people who died in the flood. It is surely 
no more difficult to believe that God forgave sins that were already 
being punished than to believe that at the time of the resurrection 
He forgave sins that had not yet been committed. How that is possible 
I do not know. It very likely finds its explanation in the divine 
attribute of eternity. 

But while the statement can be defended as expressing a biblical re- 
ality, yet it would be best not to speak in such terms. In Scandi- 
navia it is customary on the part of some to ridicule universal jus- 
tification with the remark, "The damned lie in hell with their for- 
given sins." So this fourth statement is a caricature which has a 
tendency to make universal justification look ridiculous. 

There Is little point in talking about forgiveness for the damned. 
They have marie their bed by not believing the Gospel and all that 
is left to believe then is the condemnation of the law which they 
hear in their own conscience. 

If I know for sure that a man with whom I am dealing is a wicked im- 
penitent unbeliever I will not tell him his sin is forgiven. That 
message is for those who are troubled by their sin. To the impeni- 
tent we preach the Law and the Lord Jesus promises to stand behind 
our message with His words, "Whosoever sins ye retain, they ar« re- 
tained." Only when men confess that they are sinners who need for- 
giveness are they r<;ady to hear the message, "Your sins are forgiven," 
not "Your sins will be forgiven if you believe, or if you pray, or if 
anything," but just "Your sins are forgiven." And the Lord Jesus 
also promises to stand behind the word of those who speak for Him. 
"Whosoever sins ye rnmit, they are remitted unto them." "They are re- 
mitted" is a perfect tense, and we can really say "They have been for- 
given long ago," as Luther says, "before we prayed or before we ever 
thought of it." 

What shall we :-;ay of the four statements? It would have been better if 
the Kokomo laymen. had simply been told, "Since you refuse to accept 
the clear teaching of the Bible that God has for Christ's sake already 
forgiven the sins of the world, and since you are not willing to be 
treated as weak Christians but persist in 'doubtful disputations* 
(Rm l^il), we can no longer tolerate your propaganda against the doc- 
trine of our church or consider you to be in fellowship with us." 

Three of the four statements, because of their lack of clarity, tend 
to confuse the issue. But since the disciplined laymen used them to 
advance their false doctrine, it was understandable that the congre- 
gation should also use them in its rejection of the falsehood bein^ ad- 
vocated. I do not consider any of the four statements to be false 
doctrine, but I would rather not use the language used in the first, 
second, and fourth, -^5 



XI. A General Conclusion 



How can it be that self -proclaimed conservative and orthodox Lutherans in our for- 
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mer sister synod— and among them the most "orthodox" of the orthodox— now reject 
the doctrine of objective justification? It is certainly safe to say (I hope I ) 
that twenty years ago the Hartmans and Pohlmans would have found very little, if 
any, sympathy from the same men who are defending them today, and especially not 
support in the form of a rejection of the doctrine of objective justification as 
historically held by the Synodical Conference. Why is the case different today? 
Certainly almost two generations of liberalism in the Missouri Synod must be a 
significant part of it. Perhaps also the fight far God's Word caused some to 
lose sight of the true heart of the message God's Word proclaims. as they sought 
to present a united front against a common enemy. 

It seems that the decision of Herman Otten and "Christian News" to promote William 
F. Beck's AAT certainly played a major part, in light of Beck's translation of 
jSiKotdu). But an even greater factor than this must have been the hopesvmen of 
various "orthodox 11 persuasions placed in Walter A. Maler as the orthodox theolo- 
gian who would finally be able to lead the LC-MS back to its former position. 
But could he? How could he when the clear testimony of history is that this posi- 
tion was based on the Gospel of Jesus Christ »-the truth we label "objective jus- 
tification." What would a man like Theodore Engelder say about the "orthodoxy" of 
those who deny objective justification today, when he wrote in 1933, as quoted 
earlier, 

The Missourians did indeed teach that God, by pronouncing Christ, 
the world's Substitute, guilty of the sins of the world and condemn- 
ing Him to death and then, in the resurrection, acquitting Him of all 
sin and guilt, thereby acquitted and absolved the world of its sin 
and guilt . . . And they teach it to this day. They would close their 
theological seminaries if they were no longer permitted to teach the 
objective justification. For then they could no longer teach the 
article of justification by faith. If the justification of the world, 
of every individual sinner, is not an accomplished fact, we should 
have to go out and a;sk the sinner to accomplish it himself. We could 
not ask him to "believe," to accept the pardon already granted and is- 
sued. Then there would be no justification "by faith." We cannot give 
up the article that on Easter morning God forgave every sinner his sin 
and guilt. 30 -* 

What was true of Missouri in 1933 was true of Wisconsin also, and by God's grace 
alone it is still true for Wisconsin todayl 

My research for this paper has shown me that there is still a need for an exhaus- 
tive presentation of the doctrine of objective justification, or the doctrine of 
objective justification and universal justification, if you wish to distinguish 
them. If this present controversy will prove the"catalyst" for this, then it wij-l 
have served its good purpose. Certainly the review it has engendered on the partv5 
concerning this "heart" of the Gospel has been a part of its good purpose also. 
Perhaps a good summary statement on justification in general is in order from our 
Synod, one similar to, if not identical with, that produced by the Free Conference 
of 1965. 

In conclusion, Wiy is the doctrine of objective justification of such vital impor- 
tance? This is the answer given to this same question back in 195^ in 100 Questions 
and Answers for Lutherans of the Synodical Conference! 



A) It is the heart of Christianity, the central doctrine of the Chris- 
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tian religion. 

B) This doctrine gives poor sinners the comfort that their jus- 
tification is an accomplished fact. No conditions remain to be ful- 
filled. , 

C) It excludes the idea that man must do something toward his 
salvation, for it proclaims that God forgave all sins already when 
He raised Jesus from the dead. 

D) This doctrine gives all glory to God for our salvation. 

E) It is the message of all Christian mission worki "God has 
pardoned you . Do not reject your pardon, but accept it by believing 
in the L rd Jesus Christ. "307 

Certainly much could be said about all five paints above, particulary point (B). 
But as a poor sinner I will confine these last remarks to point (B). On my death 
bed, when Satan brings back all my past sins to haunt me and does his be&t to make 
me doubt God's love and my own faith, I pray that the Christian brother or Sister 1 
who may be there to comfort me won't point me to my faith or my works. On my 
death bed I won't want to hear about myself. I'll want to hear about Jesus and 
what he has done for all people, because then I can be sure he's also done it for 
me. 

On my death bed I won't want to hear a balanced presentation of Law and Gospel, and, 
above all , not a confusion of the twol If you're there— bring me the Gospel, pure 
and simple. Bring me the good news of the world's justification in Christ! Tell 
me that in Christ God has forgiven all sins to all people I Then I'll be able to 
close my eyes and breathe my last in the peace that Iflwwccnds all understanding, 
and with the joy that overcomes the sorrows of life. I said earlier that I would 
return to our Synod's "Tract No. 3" of 195 2 * at the conclusion of this paper. I do 
so now i 

Our church has stood upon this objective truth of salvation for many 
years. It has always stressed with Scripture what God has done as 
\ a basis for our hope, rather than what man can do. We may sometimes 
wonder, perhaps, if this Is always so practical. Wouldn't it be bet- 
ter at times to wake up some of our "dead Christians" by giving them 
a little more responsibility? Take this matter of justification. Why 
quibble about words and expressions? Maybe we would be better off if 
we would stress the personal side more than we do. Why not tell man 
that his faith Is more Important to think about than a justifying act 
of God? What good will God's verdict of acquittal do us if we don't 
stress personal faith? Where does the proof of our salvation finally 
lie? 

A timH will come in our life, however, when the picture of the Bible 
will become more practical and more personal to us than ever before. 
That is when we are face to face with death, and when we realize that 
we are but one short step from appearing before the final judgment 
seat of Christ. Whether we like to put off thoughts of that moment 
or not, we realize that our whole life points to that moment. The 
faith bv which we live will be the faith in which we die. Where do 
we wish to have our faith rest as we approach that final hour? What 
comfort do we wish to have brought to us as this court of justice 
again passes before our eyes? 

Will it be no more than thisi "My justification has been made possi- 
ble by God, and I know that He will finally pass judgment in my favor 
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because I am sure that I have a personal and saving faith in my heart"? 

No, it must be nothing less than this: "My faith is a weak and falter- 
in;; thing. My personal feelings betray the weakness of my heart. But 
God has already declared the whole world righteous in Christ's death 
and resurrection. Sinner that I am, I know that I am included. "308 



SOLI DEO GLORIA, DEO SALUTIS NOSTRAEl AMEN. 
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144. Schaller, John, "Evangelium— Rechtfertigung-- Glaube," WLQ , Vol. 10, 1913, pp. 
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146. Pieper, F. "Die Versoehnung der Menschen mit Gott," L.u.W. , Vol. 67, 1921, 
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654-655, 666, 670-672. (in English, Christian Dogmatics, Christian 
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L.u.W. , Vol. 71, 1925, pp. 120-129. 
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TTh. Reu^tln the Interest of Lutheran Unity , Lutheran Book Concern, 1940, pp. 6-7. 

175. Meyer, J. P.", "Objective Justification," WLQ, 1940, pp. 31-41, 107-132. 
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196. Franzmann, Martin, "Reconciliation and Justification," CTM, Vol. XXI, 1950, 

pp 81 93 

197. The Connon Confe ssion and Other Documents , NPH, 1951, pp. 4, 8-9, 28-29, 57- 
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1951, pp. 311-312. JP „ „ 

200 "Document No. 4 - Review of the Corraon Confession, Proceedings, Thirty -lirst 

Convention— Ev. Luth. Joint Syn. of Wis, a. o. States , 1951, pp. 1ZS-129 . 
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218 Dierks Theodore, "The False and Deceptive Reasoning of A Fraternal Reply 

Regarding Objective Justification, "TCL, Vol. XV, pp. 126-128 
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244 Reim Norbert H. , "The Appropriation of Justification: Justifying Faith, 

'His Pardoning Grace: Six Essays on the Doctrine of Justification , NPH, 
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266! & 2/-5/79-11/15/82: 2/ 5/79.1*. 1.7; 2/26/79 1 7-9; 5 14/79 p. 
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51-52, 92-93, 108-110. (If my memory serves me, this is a little bet- 
ter than th^Jx first book as far as objective justification is con- 
cerned [they never mention it by name, of course] , but the same note 
to #268 still applies in part.) 

278. Teigen, Bjarne W. , I Believe : A Study of the Augsburg Confession and the Apo- 

Itjgy 5F the Augsburg Confession , Lutheran Synod Book Company, 1980, pp. 
27-29. 

279. Becker, Siegbert W. , "A Comparison Between the NIV and the AAT," an essay de- 

livered at the Manitowoc Pastoral Conference, April 11, 1980, pp. 1-7. 

280. "The Justification of the Sinner (Faculty Document; Cotrmittee Paper, v 

September, 1980)," CN, 11/10/80, pp. 6-7. (Ateonkrter**«sfw*«-tD tTeus \^cr), 

281. Report of the WELS Review Committee dealing with the Hartman/Pohlman Appeal, 
June 30, 1980 (printed inCN, April 26, 1982, p. 8.). 

" >0 '"' Preus, J. A. 0., "To the Congregations of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod," 
(letter dated October 24, 1980), CN, 11/3/80, p. 6 
Letter of Faith Congregation to Mr . and" Mrs. D. Hartman, formally notifying 

them of their termination of membership, November 19, 1980 (CN_, 3/15/82) 
Karley, Vemon, "Orthodoxy Question: Doctrine or Terminology?" CN, 12/1/80, 
p. 1,15. 

285. Fehlauer, Adolph F. , Catechism Lessons , NPH, 1981, pp. 150-151. 

286. Rehwaldt, Edgar, "Justification: The Doctrine of Comfort and Hope," Affirm , 
April-May, 1981, pp. 2,7. 

287. Preus, Robert, "The President's Message: Objective Justification," Newsletter . 
(Concordia Theological Seminary, Ft. Wayne), Spring, 1981, pp. 3-4. 

288. Preus, Robert, "A Conment on an official Notice," The Reporter , April 6, 1981, 
>< (CN, 4/13/81, p. 5). 

289. Maier, Walter A., Jr., "Maier Responds to Notice," The Reporter , Aprxl 6, 

1981 (CN, 4/13/81, p. 5). 

290. Preus, RolfT^ 'Objective Justification," CN, 4/13/81. 

291. Scharlemann, Martin H. , "The Hoax of the Year," CN, 4/27/81. 

292. Miller, Paul E. , "Truth in Context," California Concerns , May 21, 1981, p. 7. 

(a good example of confusion^ 1 32 . 

293. Hariey, Vemon, "Problems with 'Objective Justification," CN, June 8, 1981, 

pp. 1, 12-13. 
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294 Scaer David P., "The Two Sides of Justification," Christianity Today , June 

26, 1981, p. 44(?) (CN, June 29, 1981, p. 3). 
295., Briel, Steve, "Objective Justification," CN, 6/29/81. 

296. Preus, Rolf, "A Response to Rev. Vernon Harley," CN, 6/29/81. 

297. Marquart, K. E. , "Maier and Objective Justification," CN, July 6, 1981. 
298 Preus, Robert, "Perennial Problems in the Doctrine of Justification," Gon- 

dia Theological Quarterly , Vol. 45, 1981, pp. 163-184. 
299. Harley, Vernon, "A Reply to Several Responses," CN, September 7, 1981, pp. 
17-18. 

300 Vogel, Heinrich J., "This We Believe: Article IV. Justification by Faith," 

NWL, Vol. 68, 1981, pp. 358-359. 
301. Klann, Richard, "Contemporary Lutheran Views of Justification," Concordia 
Theological Quarterly , Vol. 45, 1981, pp. 281-296. 
Scharlemann, Martin, 'A Poustina for Every Pastor," Affirm , Christmas, 1981, 
p. 7. 

303. Becker, Siegbert W. , The Foolishness of God NPH, 1982, pp. 212-213, 224-232. 

304. Kuske, David, Luther's Catechism , NPH, 1982, pp. 217-223. 

305. Mr. and Mrs. David Hartman, Mr. "and Mrs. Joe Pohlman, "Open Letter to the 

Pastors of the Wisconsin Synod," dated February 12, 1982 (CN, March 15, 
1982) . 

306. Swanson, Chet A., "Justification before Faith," CN, 2/22/82. 

307. Mueller, Theodore, " Justification: Basic Linquistic Aspects and the Art of 

Communicating It," Concordia Theological Quarterly , Vol. 46, 1982, pp. 
21-38. 

308. Surburg, Raymond F. , "Justification as a Doctrine of the Old Testament: _ A 
Comparative Study in Confessional and Biblical Theology," Concordia 



Theological Quarterly , Vol. 46, pp^ 129-146. 
i, Martin C. , "Justifia 




309. Warth, Martin C. , "Justification through" Faith in Article Four of the Apology," 
Con cordia Theological Quarterly , Vol. 46, pp. 105-127. 
Becker, Siegbert W. , "A King Goes Forth," NWL, Vol. 69, 1982, p. 98. 
Mischke, Carl, Circuit Pastors Newsletter , "April 30, 1982, p. 2. 

312. Mr. and Mrs. David Hartman, Mr. and Mrs. Joe Pohlman, "Do Judas and Hellmates 

Have the Status of Saints?" letter to CN dated May 16, 1982, printed in 
one_nf_the --June (?) issues. I cut it out but forgot to date it and page 
reference it. . 

313. Mischke, Carl, The President's Newsletter , June, 1982, pp. 1-2. 

314. Curia, Rick , "The WELS and Justification," CN- Julyc5, 1982. cci. 

315. Curia, Rick , "The WELS and Justification," (3T, July 26, 1982. 

316. Boniek, Elmer, "Objective Justification," (opern.etter to Hartmans and Pohl- 

mans), CN, September 2, 1982. 
(3U> Becker, Siegbert W. , "Objective Justification," essay delivered at the Chicago 
Pastoral Conference, Elgin, Illinois, November 9, 1982. 
318. Curia, Rick, "In Defense of the WELS and 'Kokomoism' ," CN, December 6, 1982, 
p. 13. 

********************** 

My apologies for whatever errors you will have undoubtedly found 
in my typing. If I hadn't been pressed for time . . . While the 
above Bibliography may be exhausting , it is by no means exhaustive .' 
I hope to add to my own references , even as I look forward to some 
requests that are already "outstanding" from our Sem library and 
others. Anything you can send my way that you would think appro* 
priate to my topic, I will happy to add to my collection. 
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Supplement to the Chronological Bibliography of Materials received January 12-: 9.1 983 

319. "Den Scandinavlske Praesterkonferenta paa Jeffersonpralrle," Emlgranten 

(Hereafter, E), July 25, 1864, p. 1. 

320. Preus, H, A,,"Ikke halv, men hel Sandhed," E, October 27, 1866, p. 2. 

321. Hasselquist', T, H, "Hovedspoergsmaalet besvaret," E, November 10, 1866. 

322. M'uus, 3. J ., "Hovedspoergsmaalet besvaret II," E, December 10, 1866, p. 1. 

323. Hasselquist, T. N.VHovedspoprgmaalet paanyt fremskillet ," m, No. 52 (Decem- 

ber 24, 1866) (This article on pages missing on the microfilm I received). 

324. Krognaess, S. M, "Just saa: Ikke halv, men hel Sandned," E, January 7, 

1867, p. 2j (II) January 28, 1867, p. 2} (III) February 4, I867, p.2j 
(IV) February 11, I867, pp. 2-3. 

325. Muus, B, J, "Hovedspoergmaalet paanyt fremskillet II," E, February 11, 

1867, p. 2. 

326. Koren, V., "Offentlige Anklage," E. , March 4, 1867. p. 2. 

327. Krognaess, S. M, , "Far kun f ortJ " E, March 11, 1867, p. 4. 

328. Koren, V., "Et VenligtOrd i en Vigtlg Strid," March 11, 1867, pp. 2-3 (same 

as #15) 

329. Hasselquist, T. N., "Svar til Pastor Muus," i§, March 18, I867, p. 2. 

330. Gulord, Even Olsen, "Til Hr. Pastor krognaess," E, March 25, 186?, p. 2, 

331. Ottensen, J. A./Frich, J. B t /wuus, B. J., "Til Augustanasynodens Pastorer 

og Menigheder," E, l-iarch 25, I867, p. 3« 

332. Krognaess, S. M. , "Kampen er staaende," E, April 8, 186?, p. 2; (II) Aug- 

ust 19, 1867, p. 2; (III) September 9, I867, p. 2. 

333. Lie, Engebret A,, "En liden Bemaerkning i vor Kir":estrld," April 8, 186? , 

p. 4. 

334. Eggen, J. Mueller, "Er Augustana-Synodens Laere om Syndsforladelsen ublbelsk 

og uluthersk?" E, April 15, I867, pp. 2-3. 

335. Schollert. 0., "Attor Hovedspoergsmaalet," April 22, 1867, pp. 2-3} 

(II) May 27, 1867, p. 3. 

336. "Broder Jahn," "Mud Prevails," E, April 22, 1867, p. 3. 

337. "Vedkomme Striden mellem de to Synoder," J, April 22, 186?, p. 2. 

338. Mikkelsen, A., "Striden mellem Svnoderne med Hensyn til laeren om Evangeliet," 

E, (I) April 29, 1867, (No. 775). P. 2> (II) May 6, I867,p. 2| 
(III) May 13, 1867, p. 2; (IV) May 20, 1867, p. 2. 

339. Hasselquist, T. N., "Venlig Begjaering til Alle dem, som foele Lyst til 

at deltage 1 'Kirkestriden'," E, 1'iay 6, I867, p. 3- 

340. "en Filolog," "Lidt om Hr. Schollerts Fortjenester af Sproggranskningen," 

E, Way 27, 1867, p. 1. 

341. 0. J., "En Samtale," E, June 3, I867, p. 2 

342. O.M., "Noget om det omtale Mode mellem Augustanerne og rfisconsinerne," 

June 3, 1867, p. 3. 

343. Eggen, J. Mueller, "Nogle Bemaerkninger i Anledning af Pastor Mlkftelsens 

Indlaeg i 'Kirkestriden'," E, June 10, 1867, p. 2, 

344. Schollert, G., "Til den anonyme Forfatter af 'En Samtale'," E, June 17, 

1867, p. 1. 

345. Haseiquist, T. N., "fit Brev naermest i Anledning af Professor Schmidts 

Artikels 'Er dette Maaden, hvorpaa Augustana-Synoden vaager over 

sine Menighedens dyrebare fiettigheder?" ' , E, September 30, 1867, pp. 2-3. 

346. "St. Ansgar-Konferentsen," Klr^llg Maanedstidende , Vol. 15, Nos. 19, 20, 

21, ?, 1870, pp. 289-299, 307-316, 323-328, ? (article continues, 
but I don't have the conclusion yet.) 

347. "St Moede med Prof Weenas og Flere i "Erempelean Valley, ./isconsin," Kirkellg 

Maanedstidende , Vol. 17, 1872, No. 23, pp. 359"? (I'm missing the 
final pages). 



GB-15 



348. "Frikonferentsen paa Rockprairie," Kjrkelig Maanedstidende , Vol. 17, 1872, 

No. 23, December 1, pp. 353-359. 

349. Hanser, H., "Slnige Saetze ueber Beichtreden," Luw, Vol. 20, 1874, pp. 

20?-212. 

350. "Streitet die Lehre, dass die >.ahl nicht Intuitu fldel geschehen sie, mit 

dei- Lehre von der Reciitfertigung allein durch den Glauben?" L.u.w. , 
Vol. 26, 1880, pp. 351- ? (I don't nave the last page(s) of this) . 

351. Pieper, F. , "Das jJvangellum oder die reine Lehre von der Rechtfertigung, 

die Quelle der Rechten Begelsterung fuer alle Arbeit ira Reiche Got- 
tes," Per Lutheraner , July 2$, 1890 (This is part I — I don't have 
the concluding part(s) yet.). 

352. Pieper, F., Vortraeger ueb r die Lutherische Lehre von der RechtfertlKung . 

Concordia Seminar flimeograph Printing Co., 1891-1892. lectures 
delivered by Pieper, September 11, I891-''iay 20, 1892.) 

353. Pieper, F f , Die Lutherische Lehre von der Rechtfertigung in Vortraegen 

Dargelegt . Seminary Press, ut. Louis, 1916. (slightly revised version 
of #252.) 

354. Fritschel, Georg J., "Gibt es eine Rechtfertigung ohne Glauben?" Kirchen- 

blatt , December 9, 1905 and December 23, 1905, pp. 415-417. " 

355. Fritschel, G, J., "Die sogenannte 'allgemeine Rechtfertigung 1 ," Klrchllche 

Zeitschrift , February, 1909. PP. 60-65; ^rch, 1909, PP. 114-122. 

356. Pieper, F., Vortrage uetoer die tiivangellsche Lutherische Klrche die wahre 

sichtbare Kirche Gottes auf -^rden , Seminary Press, St. Louis, 1916, 
, . pp. 94-107. 

G5?y Little, G, H., Disputed Joctrlnes , The Lutheran Literary Board, 1933, 
pp. 60-61, 

358. Engelder, Th., "Testifying the Gospel of the Grace of God," GTH, Vol. VII, 

1936, pp. 1-6. 

359. • Heerboth, L. A., "Der Begriff 'Gerechtigkeit ' im Alten Testament, besonders 

in den Psalmen," CTM, Vol. VII, pp. 497-508. 

360. The Lutheran world Almanac for 1937 . pp. 65-67. 

361. Arndt, $7, "justification, Sanctif ication, and Stewardship in Their Aims 

and Relation to Jiach Other," JTM, Vol. VIII, 1937, pp. 28-39,98-111. 

362. Dierks, Theo., "The Doctrine of Justification according to Bernard of 

Clairvaux," CTM, Vol. VIII, pp. 748-753. 

363. Koehler, S. ^. A., "The Great Reconciliation," CTrt, Vol. XI, 1940, pp. 

436-451 . 

364. Hoyer, Theo., "Through Justification unto Sanctif ication," GTM, Vol. XIII, 

1942, pp. 81-110. 

365. DuBrau, Ricliard T., "Forgiveness in the LXX," CTM, Vol. XVI, 1945, PP. 

249-256. 

366. Wagner, A. E. f "The Certainty of Salvation," The Abiding ftord , Vol. I, 

GPH, 19^6, pp. 221-246. 

367. Becker, Siegb^rt w., "The Gospel," The Abiding .vord . Vol. II, CPH, 1947, 

pp. 347-366. 

368. Bouman, H. J., "The Blessed Results of Justification," GTM, Vol. XVIII, 

1947, PP. 652-659. 

369. Koeberle, Adolf, "Reconciliation and Justification," GTM, Vol. XXI, 1950, 

pp. 641-658. 

370. Preus, Robert, "The Justification of a Sinner Before God taught in Later 

Lutheran Orthodoxy," Scottish Journal of Theology, Vol. XIII, I960, 
pp. 262-277. 

371. Preus, Robert, "God's Justification," The Lutheran ..litness , January 8, 1963i 

pp. 6-7(6-7); Jknary 5, 1963. PP. 6-7(30-31); February 5. 1963, 
pp. 6-7(54-55); February 19, 1963. PP- 8-9(80-81). 
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372. Maier, Walter A., "Paul's Concept of Justification and Some he cent Inter- 

pretations of Romans 3»21-31t" The opringf lelder , Vol. XXXVII, March, 
1974, pp. 248-264. 

373. Miller, Kenneth K. , "The Justification of the ->'hole world," iiissay delivered 

at the Orthodox Lutheran Free Conference, Decatur, Indiana, September 
21-23, 1982. 

374. Lau, D., "The Decatur Free Conference," Lutheran Spokesman , Vol. 25, No. 6, 

December, 1982, pp. 10-12. 

************** 

* COitRIGUIiJA * 
************** 

My special thanks to Pastor Joel Gerlach, California mission 
Counselor, whose "preview" of one of the first copies of this 
paper prior to the Conference prompted the following corrections 
and comments : 

1. Table of Contents, Part IIIi "Gottfried Fritschel" 

2. Pa?e 1, line 9 from the top: change "I not not . . ." to "I do not ..." 

3. Page 1, line 11 from the bottom t change "...in this third area . . ."to 

" . . .in the historical area ..." 

4. Page 2, line 26 from the bottom: change "... salvation"), (even Judas) ..." 

to ". . . salvation"), the wnole world (i.e.. every person who Is 
a part of the world — even Judas) . . . 

5. Page 9, line 5 from the top: add "... and x as other German . . . suit x the . . 

6. Page It, li ne 18 from the topi delete comma; should read "... revelation is . . 

7. Page 54, line 28 from the top: add "... 5»18»19 untouched in his treatment of 

this section from Romans, which is really the heart of the matter ." 

8. Page 72, line 6 from the bottom: change "... side!) Hoenecke may . . ." to 

"... side! ) . In addition to its scriptural warrant, Hoenecke 's 
position may ..." 

9. Page 90, lines 13-17 from the bottom: "In 1956 . . . Confessions.'" At this time 

the ALC was negotiating to form the present ALG , cooling Missouri's 
ardor to establish fellowship and so prompting Missouri's resolution 
setting the Common Confession aside as a" working document". 

10. Page 94, lines 5-11 from the top: "Undoubtedly . . . truth." I have been 

informed that the ties of the Norwegian Synod to Missouri were pro- 
bably every bit as close as our own, if not more so. Many 2JL0 men 
were trained in Missouri schools, A major factor of the quick action 
on the part of the Norwegian Synod was no doubt Its annual , rat Her than 
biennial , conventions. 

11. Page 99, line 15 from the bottom: change "dillema" to "dilemma" 

12. Page 115, line 2 from the top: change "llturature" to "literature" 

13. Page 124, line 6 from the top: change "cheif" to "chief" (Note: Pastor Gerlach 

assured me that I have many more "typos" than the ones noted here.) 

14. Page 124, 23 from the top: change "... and the five district Presidents who 

constitute the LC-MS . . ." to " . . . and the four synodlcal Vice 
Presidents—adwln .feber, Guldo Merkens, hooert Sauer, and George 
rfollenburg (Maler himself was Third Vice President at the timeT--who. 
together with Maier, constituted the LC^Mo ..." 

15. Page CB-13, last typed line: add ". . .1 will be happy to . . ." 



